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Current Topics. 


His Maszsty the King has graciously intimated his intention 
to inaugurate the opening of the new buildings of the Law 
Society on Monday, the 21st inst., at twelve o’clock. 





Ir 1s requested that any member of the society wishing to be 
present at the ceremony will give notice of such intention to 
the Secretary, The Law Society’s Hall, on or before Tuesday, 
the 15th of March inst., as, space being necessarily limited, 
there will be a ballot for cards of admission. No further notice 
of the ceremony can be given to members, as time will not admit 
of the usual postal communication. 





WIrH REGARD to the new arrangements at Somerset House, 
to the inconvenience of which we have repeatedly drawn 
attention, we understand that the matter has, since the early 
part of this year, been under the anxious consideration of the 
Council of the Law Society, who have been in continuous com- 
munication with the authorities on the subject. The Council 
earnestly trust that they may be able to effect a material 
improvement in the present system. 





WE HAD occasion some months ago [47 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 
288] to refer to an action tried before Cuanne.t, J., upon the 
Western Circuit, in which the jury, before they had heard the 
evidence for one of the parties, took the unusual course of writ- 
ing to the judge saying that they did not wish to hear more of 
the case and were prepared to decide in favour of the party whose 
evidence had been given. The learned judge said that the 
communication was an improper one, and that he could 
remember no similar instance in the whole course of his experi- 
ence. He discharged the jury and the case was made a remanet. 
A similar case has just occurred before Darina, J., in an action 
of Rohmann v. Ecclestone. The plaintiff, a wine merchant, 
brought his action os the defendants for the price of wine 
sold to them. The defence was thatthe wine had been supplied 


| to a club known as “The National Athletic Club,” which was 


19 
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owned by a limited company formed by the defendants, and that 
the company was liable for the price of this wine. Before the 
plaintiff had left the witness box, one of the jury communicated 
with the associate and requested him to inform the judge that the 
jury considered that, as the defendants had received the wine, 
they ought to pay for it. The jury also stated that they were 
agreed upon the matter. The learned judge could only say 
that, as the jury were unable to appreciate the point in issue, he 
must discharge them and summon another jury. The conduct 
of the jury was, of course, deserving of censure, but the case was 
eminently one in which their prejudices would be easily excited 
in favour of the plaintiff, and it was perhaps better than they 
took the earliest opportunity of stating their opinion, instead of 
remaining silent and giving a verdict against the weight of the 
evidence, 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT that Sir Witt1am Harcovrr is about to 
retire from political life will draw attention to the prominent 
part which he once took in the legal profession. 
Harcourt is a direct descendant in the female line from 
Lord Harcourt, who held the Great Seal in the reign 
of Queen Anne. After a distinguished career at the 
University of Cambridge, he was called to the bar in 
1854, and went the Home Circuit. He appears to have 
been rising in practice, for his name can often be found in 
the reports, but his attention was gradually absorbed by his 
engagements in the Parliamentary committee rooms. His 
business continued to increase with each succeeding session till 
the year 1868, when he entered Parliament as member for the 
city of Oxford. But Mr. Harcourr found time, even when he 
was closely engaged in the merits of railway and waterworks 
Bills, to continue the study of international law, upon which he 
had been engaged since leaving Cambridge, and his letters to the 
Times, signed “ Historicus,” related to several interesting episodes 
in the American civil war and to the rights of neutrals. He 
continued to practise in the superior courts till the year 1873, 
when he was for some months Solicitor-General and was 
knighted. He retired from office in the year 1874, and became 
gradually immersed in political life, but it has more than once 
been rumoured that the office of Lord Chancellor was about to 
be offered to him. There can be no doubt that Sir Wirtram 
Harcourt has abilities which would qualify him for such a posi- 
tion, but be bad not the ordinary experience of those who aspire 
to the woolsack. His career will often invite conjecture as to 
what might have occurred if he had paid a little more atten- 
tion to his legal prospects, and whether in that case he might 
have succeeded to the honours of his illustrious ancestor. 


THE REGISTRATION cases of Rex v. Nepean and Jenkins v. Grocott, 
now both fully reported in the Wrerxiy Reporrer (52 W. R., 
at pp. 264 and 267), each deal with points of practice. The case 
of Jenkins v. Grocott has already been fully discussed in these 
columns (ante, p. 151). But the case of Rez v. Nepean is now 
for the first time reported. In this case an order nisi had been 
obtained ex parte, calling upon the revising barrister to shew 
cause why a mandamus should not issue directing him to state a 
case for appeal. The revising barrister, in answer, submitted to 
the court a written statement setting out the facts and circum- 


stances of the case and explaining the reason of his refusal to | 


state a case for appeal. This written statement was not on 
affidavit, the revising barrister considering—in deference to the 
observations of the Court of Queen’s Bench (Grove and Lops, 


p. 200, Zimes, 


JJ.) in the case of Re Bane (W. N., 1879, at 


10th December, 1879), whera it was pointed out that difficulties | funnel was a chimney within 


Sir WIt11aAm | 





affidavit whenever it was possible to do so. The same view 
seems to have been taken by Grove, J., in Le Sale (only 
reported on this point in Saint’s Reg. Cases, (3rd ed.), p. 491), 
where he explained that his observations in fe Bane were not 
intended to be of general application. Revising barristers jn 
future will doubtless be guided by Rex v. Nepean. 





Two Bits have been introduced into the House of Commons 
under the title of ‘Trade Unions and Trade Disputes” for the 
purpose of settling in the interests of workmen the questions 
which have arisen during the last few years. The first Bill, 
introduced by Mr. Pavxron, and supported by Mr. Bet, Mr, 
Rosson, Sir Cuartes Dirks, and others, aims in the first clause 
at the legalization of peaceful picketing. This clause proposes 
that it shall be lawful, in the course of a trade dispute, for 
persons to attend at or near a house or works—( 1) for the purpose 
of peacefully obtaining or communicating information; and (2) 
for the purpose of peacefully persuading any person to work or 
abstain from working. ‘The first paragraph is already embodied 
in the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, 
s. 7; the effect of the second would be to override the 
construction placed upon that section in Lyons § Sons y, 
Wilkins (1896, 1 Ch. 811). The second clause proposes that “an 
agreement or combination by two or more persons to do or 
procure to be done any act in contemplation or furtherance of a 
trade dispute shall not be ground for an action, if such act when 
committed by one person would not be ground for an action.” 
How far conspiracy can form the cause of action where there is 
no independent unlawful act involved is a very moot point. As 
a rule,” said Lord Bowen in the Mogul case (23Q.B.D., p 616), 
“it is the damage wrongfully done, and not the conspiracy, 
which is the gist of actionson the case for conspiracy.” But 
possibly the tendency of late has been to extend civil liability 
for conspiracy in trade disputes, and the suggested clause 
would perhaps do no more than state the law as until recently 
| it was thought to exist. At the same time, in the case of legis- 
| lative action, it is not a question of stating abstract principles, 
| but of adjusting the law to the circumstances of the times. The 
third clause of the Bill would put a stop to litivation such as 
the courts have been familiar with since the Zaff J ‘ale case (1901, 
A. C. 426). It proposes that an action shali not be brought 
against a trade union or other association fur the recovery of 
damage sustained by any person or persons by reason of the 
action of a member or members of such trade union or other 
association. The second Bill, which is introduced by Sir 
Cuartes Dixkg, is similar to the above, save that it contains a 
clause prohibitiog actions for interference with business or with 
the making or continuance of contracts, where such interference 
occurs in the course of a trade dispute. This would override 
Temperton v. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 715). 








A pecision of considerable importance to owners of steam- 
| boats on the Thames was given recently by a Divisional Court 
| ° . 
|in the case of Zough v. Hopkins. Proceedings had been taken 
against the appellant under section 24 of the Public Health 
| (London) Act for allowing black smoke to issue from the funnel 
of a tug whilst proceeding up the river above London Bridge. 
The section provides that ‘t any chimney (not being the chimney 
of a private dwelling-house) sending forth black smoke in such 
| quantity as to be a nuisance,” shall bea nuisance. The defence 
before the court of summary jurisdiction was that this section 
only applies to chimneys on land, and that the funnel of a steam- 
| boat is not within it. The court, however, decided that the 
| the section, and the High Court 


and inconvenience would be likely to result from revising | have confirmed this decision. Now, therais no doubt that river 
barristers making affidavits in answer to orders nisi—that he | steamers are within the Act, for section 23 (3) expressly refers 


ought not to make his statement on affidavit. In shewing cause 
against the order nisi, counsel for the revising barrister in Rex 
v. Nepean proceeded (without any objection taken by the other 
side) to read the barrister’s written statement, relying upon the 
authority of Ke Bane. The court (Lord ALVERSTONE, CJ., and 


Kennepy, J.), however, held that the observations in Re Bane | 


were only intended to be applicable to the facts of that particular 
case; and that, as a general rule, any statement made by a 
revising barrister in answer to an order nisi should be made on 


ee 

‘to them, and provides that their engines and furnaces shall be 
| so constructed as to consume the smoke; aud that if not so con- 
' structed, or if being so constructed, there is mismanagement 
| so that the smoke is not consumed, the owner or master shall be 
| liable to a fine of £5 on a first conviction, and to fines doubling 
in geometrical progression on subsequent convictions. There 
is no power, however, it appears, under section 23, for the court 

to order the nuisance to be abated or to prohibit a continuance of 
‘the nuisance. Section 120 gives power to a court to make such 
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My view srder and prohibition only in the case of all matters which are| Act, which deals with implied conditions as to quality or fitness, 

¢ (only “puisances” under the Act. Therefore, if proceedings are| puts the matter beyond the reach of doubt. The section, which is 

coral taken, and a conviction obtained, under section 24, such order | apparently founded upon passages in the judgments in previous 
0 


sters in 


ommong 


and probibition are within the powers of the court. It may be 
very important in the case of tugs constantly passing up and 
down the river that such order should be made. In this case 
the tug in question constantly plied between Woolwich and 
Kingston, and the court made an order prohibiting a continuance 









cases, enacts that there is no implied warranty or condition as 
to the quality or fitness for any particular purpose of goods 
supplied under a contract of sale, except that (1) ‘‘ Where the 
buyer expressly or by implication makes known to the seller the 
particular purpose for which the goods are required, so as to shew 









for the of the nuisance. Of course, a boat which is always up and | that the buyer relies on the seller's skill or judgment, and the 
Lestiong down the metropolitan portion of the Thames may be quite as | goods are of a description which it is in the course of the seller's 
st Bill, much a nuisance as apy factory. Still it may well be doubted | business to supply, there is an implied condition that the goods 
iL, Mr, whether the draftsman of the Act intended to include steamboats shall be reasonably fit for such purpose.” Now, we should be 
: clause in section 24. A funnel is not usually cailed a chimney, but | disposed to say that everyone who buys food does by implication 
TOposeg - obviously it 7s a chimney. inform the purchaser that he buys the food for consumption. 
ite, for That is the general purpose for which food is bought. Can it be 
yUTpose : ee een sll i dee said to be a particular purpose? Are melons and pineapples, 
und (2) cee © & BROS SO Oe Reape, Eee q| bread and cheese bought for any other purpose than to be 
vork or thescope of the Pedlars Act, 1871. Much annoyance is caused | gaten? We pass on to sub-section 2: ‘Where goods are 
bodied in certain suburbs of London by persons calling at — Whe bought by description from a seller who deals in goods of that 

1875, fessing to sell various things or to mend broken — ae a © | description, there is an implied condition that the goods shall be 
de the Act has been put in force against these persons very sparingly 4 | of merchantable quality, provided that if the buyer has examined 
ons ¥, and the consequence is that many of them seem to have carried | +), goods there shall be no implied condition as regards defects 
at “an on their calling for a long time quite ignorant of the fact that) Fhich such examination ought to have revealed.” This clause 
do or they require certificates. In some quarters, in answer to oo appears to apply to cases where goods are ordered by description 
2 of a complaints of residents as to the growing annoyance, the police | t01 » wholesale dealer, and it may be that, if the purchaser 
t when have lately been more active in demanding certificates — ordered food of a particular description, and if he is shewn to 
ction.” lars. The result of this new-born activity was seen this | 1.1. examined it and might have discovered that it was uneat- 
ere is week at the Bromley (Kent) Petty Sessions, when a tinker and able, he has no remedy. ‘Tne doctrine of implied warranty 
L sé anumber of flower sellers were each charged under the Act with ought not to be unreasonably ex‘ended, but we have little 

616), the offence of acting as a pedlar without a certificate. The sympathy with a dealer who offers food for sale without 
piracy, defendants seemed to be very much surprised that certificates protecting himself by an express condition that he wiil not 


But were necessary. There can, however, be no doubt as to the law. | |. ant that it is e stable. 








ibility There are certain exemptions, as “ sellers of vegetables, fish, ess 
clause iit, or victuals,” but there is no exemption for sellers of ta ee > as 
cently lowers. Again, it seems to be widely supposed that the Act) Ar rn rriat of an indictment for libel at the last sittings of 
legis aly applies to persons who go about selling things. But/| the Central Criminal Court it appeared that the libel was on a 
iples this also is an erroneous belief, for it is expressed to apply | postcard sent to the prosecutor by the defendant, who described 
The to ‘any hawker, pedlar, petty chapman, tinker, caster of metal, | himself as an accountant, a private inquiry agent, and a debt 
ich as uender of chairs, or other person who, without any horse or | collector. He had also written a letter to the prosecutor saying 
190! other beast bearing or drawing burden, travels and trades on | that he had been instructed to take legal proceedings against 
_— foot, and goes from town to town, or to other men’s houses, | him for the balance of a debt for goods supplied. This letter 
ary of carrying to sell or exposing for sale any goods . . . or| was an openone, and in it the defendant stated that he had been 
f the offering for sale his skill in handicraft.” It is quite clear, | making inquiries into the genuineness of the representations 
other therefore, that any person going about offering to mend articles | which enabled the prosecutor to obtain the goods, and that if 
7 Sir is included, and tinkers are specifically mentioned. Attempts | the defendant found that he had committed any illegal act, he 
ins have been made now and then to get magistrates to hold that| would receive no consideration from him. Other letters sent 
with persons selling things in the streets, and not going about to! by the defendant to the debtor were read, in one of which he 
rence houses, are within the Act. Such attempts, however, do not| threatened to publish the name of the debtor. The jury having 
rride seem to have ever succeeded, and it is hardly arguable that a/| found the prisoner guilty, the judge commented severely upon his 
man offering articles for sale to persons passing along the public | conduct and fined him £25. ‘The calling of a debt collector is not 
streets is within the Act, even if he moves about from street to| a wholly satisfactory one. It may be assumed by any one 
street and does not stay in one place. It is always unfortunate | without any special qualification, and he is often not over- 
eam: when an Act is put into force spasmodically or capriciously, as | delicate in the means which he adopts to exact payment of 
Jourt seems to be the case in many districts with the Pedlars Act. It | the debt. No doubt there are many cases where the amount 
aken isnot fair on ignorant people. They pursue the calling without | sought to be recovered is so small, and the parties themselves 
ealth interruption for a long time, and in perfect ignorance of their! are in so humble a position, that it cannot reasonably be 
nel legal liability. Then, to their great astonishment, they are | expected that they would instruct a solicitor. But it is necessary 
idge. brought before the magistrates and perhaps fined. It is not| that the law should put some check upon the proceedings of the 
aney surprising that they should feel injured in such circumstances, | debt collector, who masquerades as a solicitor without any risk 
such | of liability for professional misconduct. 
me Tux question whether in all cases of the sale of an article to EON GAGS ; 
ores: be used as food for man the law implies a warranty that it is fit) Iv 4 case which was recently heard before the police-court at 


the for that purpose, has been recently discussed in the High Court, | Bath, a woman, who was supposed to be the wife of the defendant, 





ourt but it cannot be said to have been finally decided. The| is reported to have said that they had been through a form of 
iver Adulteration Acts shew that the Legislature considers that the | marriage (she thought it was the Church service) in a lodging- 
en purity of food is intimately connected with the subject of health | house, but there were no witnesses. The service was read by a 
| be and the general safety of the community ; they shew also, | man who said that he was a broken-down clergyman, and the 
oaiks while imposing penalties for the sale of adulterated food, | only fee he received was his night s lodging. Few people at the 
all that it is considered that this adulteration could not be! present day would, in such circumstances, consider that they 
l be discovered by the purchaser by an inspection of the article, and | had been legally married, but many will be surprised to hear 
ling that it is necessary to make provision for the appointment of | that in the year 1753 the law did not require that marriages 
hens official analysts. It might, therefore, have been expected that should be celebrated in a parish church or public chapel. The 
vale in an Act codifying the law relating to the sale of goods we | “Act for the better prevention of clandestine marriages,” passed 
of should find among the conditions and warranties an implied | at the instigation of Lord HakDWICKE in that year, was the 
uch Warranty or condition that any article sold as food is fit for con- | foundation of the existing marriage law, but the law before the 


sumption. We cannot think that section 14 of the Sale of Goods | passing of that Act was, according to Viner’s Abridgment, Baron 
= 
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and Feme: “If a man and a woman are martied by a priest in| strictly traced. This requirement sometimes prevented the ‘Th 
a place which is not a church or chapel and without any /| covenant from running where it had been entered into with g 
solemnity of the celebration of mass, yet it is a good marriage.” | mortgagor (Webb v. Russell, 3 T. R. 393) ; butits rigour has been 
a om } ge eA wg is well eee were — by | relaxed by sections 10 and 11 of the Conveyancing Act, 188}, 
egraded and disreputable persons, who were ready for a small | under which covenants are annexed to the reversionary estate in 
_ to | ae ae pay t hours in , the — — or | the land, and are capable of being enforced by and against the kj sn 
; verns. e effect of Lord Harpwiockr’s statute has been to| person for the time being entitled to the rent reserved by the wy 
o away practically with clandestine marriages in England. lease. The question of covenants running with the reversion land im 
— be found discussed in the judgment of Farwett, J,, in raise | 
uller vy. Trafford (45 W. BR. 132). gage: 
Ar a recent meeting of the shareholders of one of the leading; The pith discussed in Tacs v. Joy (supra) related, not well k 
railway companies, the chairman complained of the existing law | to the liability of the grantee of the reversion on covenants deeds | 
by which my rem a to an increasing burden | entered into with the original lessor, but to the liability of the ery 
Taig whan ca sober Gib sear sobs ipeich, “Whee rol caleaees’ Goh, Sommads oo ion sacs Sapeese bein 
" we! argument that, inasmuch as the statute imposes liabili : 
consider the quantity of their interest, it may seem at first sight the grantee, it at the same time takes the liability ‘trom an mm 
a little hard that these enormous corporations should be wholly | grantor: in other words, that the statute effects a complete transfer title d 
oo my an franchise. a a in the way of | of the liability from the grantor to the grantee, divesting it out — 
nee ty) e law = to be gg e. It may ps said | of the one and vesting it in the other. And this was the argu. ie 
Caeeudatinn, bah a clagle vols would be of Usde cv ue valun, aak| cociagy Seveighod by tas ease of the Iecees sad tir saan 
" case of the lessee and his 
the Legislature is not likely to give its sanction to a scheme by | and if it were pulls sipnieiadlie, itis singular that it should — 
which the corporation would be entitled to the extraordinary | never have been adjudicated on before. There must, it might be ae 
privilege of a plurality of votes regulated by the value of the} supposed, have been cases since 32 Hen. 8, when an original lessor = h 
vroperty. would have been glad to escape liability on thisground. Moreover, eer 
= in Eccles v. Mills (1898, A. C. 360), where the question of - 
liability on ~ — covenants was very much discussed, it P wee 
. “-e * | appears to have been assumed, that, even if the covenant ran 
ie Liability Pi 4 Lessor on his = the reversion, yet the lessor remained liable. In that case oe. 
ovenant / e reversion had been specifically devised, and the question was | 
a s alter ssignment of the whether the burden of a covenant ran with the reversion ; and, amg 
R eversion. if it did, whether, having regard to the nature of the covenant, ot 
a i i ican ah ie Bas iia aii the devisees were entitled to be reimbursed out of the testator's hive ; 
Appeal in Stuart v. Joy (1904, 1K, B. 362) makes it convenient | the following peseage from the judgment of the Privy Cowal fy ‘ed 
rt Vv. » i K. DB. onvel i e judgment of the Privy Coun 
to pe to the mag 5 sgn ea yi respect to the liability of | delivered by Lord Macnacuren is relevant to the present point: gen 
e Bagel bs “ Bons roog4 a rye The principles | ‘ Whatever liability the statute threw on the specific devisees as a ie 
pa ay - os : nibs Pes he pO secon : ngs assignees of the reversion, that they were bound to bear as ives ; 
i r h ) —" erent in the case of} between themselves and the lessee. But the testator’s estate malig 
pt aa -s er Pe a As regards the lessee, the} was also liable, and the residuary legatees take nothing until “ ‘ 
question - - j er t ry he 1 en of a covenant will attach upon | the testator’s liabilities are satisfied.”” And, in the next sentence, a 
eager Sentiets a rt a i ae _ Pca ot saat ma pio ag refers ~ the statute as giving to the lessee an lias 
5 . ) an e burden | additional remedy against the lessor’s assignees. 
= gh —— a wngged ae On ce page oo —_ a it 4 clear, assume that the lessor remains liable, _ 
| a it a ime | notwithstanding the assignment, and in S/uart v. Joy the Court ie 
- —— - = *anlan hy oe ige gah } A es pores ~ of Appeal had no doubt that this assumption was correct. Lord oe 
running with the land is that a privity of contract is established af t ee ee 0 ag os ae Act 0 
scat Sone eatin ead d nena Ae te ys: , the lessor of liability would be inconsistent with Zccles v. Mills, i tp 
the assignee directly on ee concn But thie Pree on ti vs eRe ma a r ete: Hand th » effe ont a om I 
t . , On ae lon. n every case,” he said, speaking of the effect of 3 
ieanan tte sigue sy Sue the Und ete hath SON We Kine as ae ae ee ee 
considered as primarily liable, and the original lessee is relegated per Ma “The pal Bek of heldvog an ieniioed an direct 
; “ce . . “1° . . 
ee gens 7s — le - Feo aires by 4 may. 4d from all liability upon his express covenants in the lease ot 
“ is that the lessee becomes Mg surety to the leasor for aS ts cate t Wee’ ih execs Sates eee ite 
—— ho “+s tye altos honed nee a! the — - ag is now precisely similar to the position of the = 
+ lee i i 
the surety, after paying the debt, or discharging the obligation ee ee ee ptt ven Fete gs Rew yy Bs. sa 
Se arn ne Merastan peace” fshqnanl ot in Leek Cue ses ed Cora ss, 
signs of the concurred. Any o 
lease, and this result has been reached upon the ssladaien of the | have introduced a grave anomaly into the oe, ee i 
common law and without statutory assistance. But the position =) 
of the reversioner is different, and the common law never ll 
adinitted that the benefit or burden of covenants in the lease os 
passed to the grantee of the reversion. In this case the In answer to a question in the House of Comftons by Mr. Marshall Hall, vega 
Legislature intervened to correct the deficiencies of the common who asked the Home Secretary whether, having regard to the fact thata passe 
heer aah by 33 Hon. 6, c. 34, it wan onected thet re sentence of death passed upon a woman convicted of infanticide was rarely The 
. + lg Gloare 1 ’ on , F hat grantees of | if ever executed, he would introduce a Bill giving the judge presiding at Was | 
the revers sho nave the same remedies against the lessees the trial and conviction of a female prisoner for this crime, power in his and 1 
on covenants in the lease as the lessors themselves had discretion to record sentence of death against her instead of actually pro- 
(section 1), and similarly, that lessees should have the perce em a Hees rerag hl ages 5 g hye =. ay elgg 5 nes sae 4 oa 
edi : : ’ ch he says: resume my hon. and learned frien Pp 
So ae ati Stamatis rerenion an thay | ry ony ice of womny vo here kilo howe nat cule; and. 
5" : : ays ie 86.9, ers . - ia 
tage of these provisions it was, as is well known, necessary that | the former cases the capital sentence is scarcely ever carried a but, on oo 
the covenant should have been entered into with the legal owner, panne _ fhe yr 2 ws to Ad pecs of “ recording” death oy 
{ . . Seer entenc i Serious, all ¢ " > »sent time, se “i 
ud the devolution of the legal title to the reversion had to be proposing new legislation on this vary dimcutt subject. cendeic 
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The Land Transfer Rules, 1903. 
IV. 
First REcIsTRATION (continued). 


Transfer or Charge Prior to Registration.—One of the standing 
difficulties of first registration is to secure that the purchaser of 
jand in a compulsory district. shall be able, if he so requires, to 
raise part of his purchase-money by a contemporaneous mort- 
gage. In the case of unregistered land the transaction is, as is 
well known, extremely simple. The purchase and mortgage 
deeds are prepared and executed, and the representatives of the 
yendor, the purchaser, and the mortgagee attend at the time 
fixed for completion and the whole matter is carried through at 
once. The purchaser and the mortgagee between them provide 
the money to pay the vendor, and the mortgagee takes away the 
title deeds, including the conveyance to the purchaser and the 
mortgage to himself, as his security. But the simplicity of this 
arrangement has not been reproduced in dealings at the Land 
Registry. The registration of the title takes time, and there is 
thus a necessary interval between the date when the vendor 
executes his conveyance and the date when the mortgagee’s 
security is perfected. There is no reason, however, why the 
yendor should execute the conveyance before he receives the 

urchase-money, nor is there any reason why the mortgagee 
sbould part with his money before his security is complete. 
Hence, since the mortgage money is required to make up the 
purchase-money, there is a deadlock unless either the vendor or 
the mortgagee gives way; and though, doubtless, for the sake 
of carrying the transaction through, the mortgagee’s solicitor 
sometimes waives his client’s strict rights, yet this is done under a 
sense of risk, 

The framers of the Land Transfer Rules of 1898 appear to 
This pro- 
vided that in a compulsory district, where a conveyance on sale 
of land and a disposition thereof by the purchaser were delivered 


for registration within fourteen days after the date of the con- 
veyance, the disposition was to have “the same effect in every 
respect as if it had been executed subsequently to the regis- 


tration of the purchaser as proprietor of the land.” But, of 
course, the words ‘‘the same effect in every respect’ had to be 
read with reference to the scope of the rule, which was concerned 
solely with carrying out the system of the Land Transfer Acts. 
Thus the disposition by the purchaser, although made before 
he was registered proprietor, operated in the same way as a 
disposition by a registered proprietor, and it conferred on the 
person taking under it the statutory rights incident under the 
Act of 1875 to registered transfers or charges. A doubt arose 
as to whether the disposition was to be in ordinary form or in 
the Land Registry forms, for the Jatter forms did not contem- 
plate the case of dealings with land which was not already on 
the register. But the doubt was removed by rule 78a, which 
directed that every disposition under rule 78 which, if made by a 
registered proprietor, was requirea to be in a prescribed form 
should be made in accordance with such form. 

Rule 78, however, while it thus cured the defect arising from 
the disposition preceding the registration so far as the registered 
title was concerned, did not touch the difficulty relating to the 
legal estate. ‘The conveyance to the purchaser did not pass the 
legal estate until registration, and consequently the con- 
temporaneous mortgage did not vest any legal estate in the 
mortgagee, nor in this respect was rule 78 of any assistance. 
The point, as we observed when discussing this matter some time 
ago (45 Sonicrrors’ JounNAL, p. 701), was met by the common 
law doctrine of estoppel, and if the mortgage contained a suit- 
able recital of the mortgagor’s seisin in fee, then the legal estate 
passed to the mortgagee upon the registration being completed. 
The legal estate, in the old phrase, fed the estoppel. There 
was still, however, the gap between the date of the mortgage 





whether at length a mode has been found of getting over the 
difficulty in question. The rule is so important that it will be 
best to quote it at length: 

‘“Where a person having the right to apply for registration as first 
proprietor of land desires to transfer or charge the land before he is himself 
registered as proprietor, he may do so in the manner, and subject to the 
conditions, which would be applicable if he were in fact the registered 
proprietor. 

“* Subj+ct to any prior rights obtained by registration under the Acts and 
rules, a transfer or charge so made shall, when completed by registration, 
have the same effect as if the person making it were registered as 
proprietor. 

* Provided that a charge shall not be accepted for registration until an 
application has been made for the registration of the land to which it 
relates, and if the application for registration of the land is subsequent! 
refused, or withdrawn, cr abandoned, the registration of the charge sh 
be annulled.” 

The first point to be noticed in the new rule is that it no 
longer applies only to the case where a conveyance on sale is 
delivered with the mortgage. A person who has the right to 
apply for registration as first proprietor may forthwith create a 
charge on the land under the Land Transfer Acts. And a pur- 
chaser is entitled to apply for registration on his contract. 
Hence it follows that, immediately after the contract, he may 
create a charge under the Land Transfer Acts. The provision 
has apparently been adapted from section 9 (6) of the Act of 
1897, under which a person on whom the title to registered land 
has devolved is empowered to transfer or charge the land 
before he is himself registered as proprietor, and the same pro- 
vision as to the form of the disposition is made for both cases by 
rule 104, which replaces the old rules 784 and 153. This rule 
also is so important as to necessitate quotation : 

‘* An instrument executed under section 9, sub-section 6, of the Act of 
1857, or under rule 96, by a person entitled to be registered as proprietor 
of land, or of a charge, before he has been registered as such, shall be in 
the same form as is required for a disposition by the registered proprietor, 
with such modification, if any, as may be necessary to define clearly the land 
affected. But no registration of such instrument shall be made until 
the person executing the same has been registered as proprietor, or 
his right to be so registered has been shewn to the satisfaction of the 
registrar.”’ 

The words in italics are new, and they enable the scheduled 
forms of transfer and charge to be used, although there is no 
registered title relating to the land. Supposing, then, that a 
purchaser proceeds under the rule and creates a charge before 
he has completed the purchase, does the mortgagee obtain any 
security? To judge from the first part of rule 96, it ought to 
be possible to register the charge forthwith, and then, when the 
time for completion arrives and the mortgage money is actually 
advanced, the mortgagee will already be on the register 
as such. This would not, indeed, give him the legal estate, 
but it might be supposed to give him such a position that the 
advance might be safely made. Whether such was the original 
idea in drafting the rule we cannot say, but any such eff-ct is 
prevented by the concluding part of rule 104, which expressly 
forbids the registration of the charge until the mortgagor is 
either registered or his right to be so registered has been shewn 
to the satisfaction of the registrar. Hence the charge is useless 
until the registration of the mortgagor’s title has been completed, 
and rule 96 does nothing to assist a purchaser who wishes to 
raise part of his purchase-money by mortgage. 

This appears to be the effect of the earlier part of rule 96 and 
of rule 104. In fact, however, it seems to have been overlooked 
that the scope of rule 96 was cut down in this way to cases 
where registration was complete, and we rather imagine that it 
is by an oversight that charges presented for registration under 
rule 96 are subject, like charges under section 9 (6) of the Act 
of 1897, to previous registration of the mortgagor. That this is 
so seems to be shewn by the concluding paragraph of rule 96, 
which was added after the first publication of the draft new rules. 
That clause evidently assumes that the charge might be presented 
for registration before there was any title to which it could be 


and registration when the security became complete, and if the | referred, end hence it provides that the charge shall not be 
mortgagee advanced his money before registration he had to | accepted for registration until there has been an application 
keep in view the proverb that there’s many a slip ’twixt the cup | for registration of the land; and there is added the express pro- 


and the lip, and if for any reason the registration were not com- 
pleted he would fail to get the legal estate. 


Now rule 78 has been entirely recast, and in reading the | 
' complicated provisions; but the reader of the rules has to go sound- 


new rule 96, which replaces it, the question at once arises 


vision that, if the application is refused or withdrawn or aban- 
doned, the registration of the charge shall be annulled. We 
must confess to a certain feeling of diffidence in discussing these 
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ing on his dim and perilous way with such light as ordinary 
intelligence affords, and the proviso to rule 96 appears to be in 
conflict with the concluding provision of rule 104. Under 
rule 96 the charge can be accepted for registration—which, we 
presume, means that it can be registered—as soon as an applica- 
tion has been made for registration of the land. Under rule 
104 it is not to be registered until this application has been 
successful. But, apart from the special restriction imposed by 
section 104, and taking section 96 by itself, there seems to be 
nothing to be gained by having recourse to it. The question is 
how to raise the purchase-money by the date of completion. The 
purchaser is entitled to apply for registration on his mere contract, 
but such an application can only be made with the consent of 
the vendor, a consent which we apprehend the vendor will not 
give. Otherwise, should the purchase go off, he will find the 
purchaser registered as proprietor of the land, with only a 
possessory title, indeed, and in theory, therefore not prejudicing 
the vendor ; but practically the position is not a desirable one. 
If the vendor will not consent, the application for registration 
cannot be made, and the charge which is to assist in raising the 
purchase-money cannot be registered. Thus, while rule 96 omits 
the former requirement that the conveyance must accompany the 
charge, and thus enables the creation of the charge to precede 
the conveyance, it introduces a requirement which prevents the 
charge from being made effective. 

It should also be noticed that the proviso to section 96 
expressly recognises that an application for registration of land 
may be withdrawn or abandoned, and in such case the mort- 
gagee fails to get the legal estate, and also loses such security as 
the registered cherge gave him. He has advanced his money to 
facilitate completion, and in reliance upon speedily getting a 
complete legal security, and he is left finally with only an 
equitable security. Upon the whole, it would seem that the new 
Land Transfer rules have not assisted the solution of the diffi- 
culties attending a contemporaneous purchase and mortgage. 








Reviews. 


Books Received. 

The English Reports. Vol. XX XVII: Chancery XVIL., containing 
Wilson, vols. 1 and 2; Jacob & Walker, vols. 1 and 2; Jacob, and 
Turner & Russell. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
BOULTON >. HOULDER BROTHERS & CO. No. 1. 5th March. 


Practice—Discovery —Propuction or Documenrs—Marine InsurANCE— 
Ricut or Unperwerrers to Fritest Discovery—Action ny Unper- 
WRITERS AGAINST ASSURED FOR ConsprRacy—DocuMEnNtTs IN Possession 
or Txiep Parties. 

This was an appeal from the refusal of Bucknill, J., to order the pro- 
duction of certain documents. The plaintiffs were underwriters at Lloyd’s, 
who between the years 1890 and 190L underwrote a number of policies on 
steamships in the Houlder Line, of which steamships the defendants, 
Houlder Brothers & Co., and since 1898 the defendants, Houlder Brothers 
& Co. (Limited), were owners or managing owners. During the period 
covered by the insurance the firm or the company formed a number of 
single-ship companies, many of which afterwards went into liquidation for 
the purpose of being amalgamated in a new company called Houlder Line 
(Limited). The policies were all effected by Houlders Brothers & Co. in 
their own names. The plaintiffs alleged that the defendant firm and the 
defendant compavy and the several other defendants had by means of 
false receipts and talse reports prepared various inflated and manipulated 
accounts of repairs to ships, and that the defendant firm had put forward 
false and fraudulent claims for alleged losses under the policies, and had 
supported and given colour to such claims by means of the aforesaid 
inflated and manipulated accounts. The pluin'iffs alleged that they had 
thereby been induced to pay to the defendant firm sums largely in excess 
of what wasdue. The plaintiffs claimed to recover that excess from the 
defendant firm and also damages against all the defendants for conspiracy. 
Houlder Line (Limited) were not parties to the action, On a summons 








for discovery the plaintiffs asked for an order for the production of all the 
policies in question. The defendants Houlder Brothers & Co. alleged 
that some ot the policies were in the possession of the liquidator of the 
single-ship companies, and that some were in their own custody only in 
their representative character as directors of Houlder Line (Limited). The 
master ordered the defendant firm to produce all the policies for inspection 
subject to any order of the liquidator. 


Buckuill, J., varied the order by 





excluding those policies which were in the possession of the liquidator of 


Houlder Line (Limited). ‘The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Coriins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) alloweg 
the appeal. 

Coutins, M.R., said it was admitted that, if this had been in form ay 
action by the assured against the underwriters on the policies, the under. 
writers would have been entitled to the discovery which they now asked 
for. But the action, though in form one for fraudulent conspiracy, was jy 
substance one to recover sums overpaid on policies of insurance. In his 
opinion the underwriters, though plaintiffs, ‘were entitled to the same dig. 
covery as if they had been defendants. It was said that such an order had 
never before been made in a case like this, and it was suggested that the 
wide order for discovery in favour of underwriters was, as a matter of 
history, originally granted as a condition to the allowance of the consolidg. 
tion of actious, and that therefore it was only applicable where underwriters 
were defendants. That may have been the occasion of the first making 
of the order, but the reason of the order was to be found in the principle 
that the position of an underwriter towards his assured was such that he 
was entitled to the fullest discovery. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Rufus Isaacs, KC, 
and Sims Wiliams; J. A. Hamilton, K.C., Bremner, and G@. Hay Morgan, 
Soricrtors, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; W. A. Crump §& Son. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
GRAY v. BONSAL. No.1. 7th March. 

Revier acarnst Forrerrurne—Ricurt or UNpertessee TO Retinv—For. 
FEITURE FOR Non-Payment or Renr—Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. li, 
SUB-SECTION 8—ConveyYANcinG Act, 1892, s. 4 
This was an appeal from an order of Bucknill, J. The plaintiffs’ pre. 

decessors in title had leased a hotel and yard fora term of years to one 

Woods. Woods underlet the yard to the Midland Railway Co., and after. 

wards assigned the term to the defendant. The plaintiffs brought an 

action of ejectment for non-payment of rent, and obtained judgment 
against the defendaut. The railway company made an application fu 
relief against forfeiture of the lease. Bucknill, J., made an order grant- 
ing them relief. The plaintiffs appealed. It was contended in tupport 
of the appeal that the provisions in the Common Law Procedure Act, 

1860, for relief against forfeiture of leases did not apply to underlessees, 

and that section 4 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, which extended the 

right of relief to underlessees did not apply to forfeiture for non-pay- 
ment of rent. The appellants relied on section 14, sub-section 8, of tae 

Conveyancing Act, 1881. The following cases were cited: Wardens of 

Cholmely Schools v. Sewell (1894, 2 Q. B. 906), Hare v. Elms (1893, 1 Q. B, 

604), Imray v. Oal:shette (1897, 2 Q. B. 218). 

Tue Cover (Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) held that the underlessees 
were entitled to relief subject to certain terms. They were of opinion 
that section 4 of the Cunveyancing Act, 1892, was not a mere amendment 
of section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, but that it gave the court 
a general power to grant relief to underlesses against forfeiture of superior 
leases under any circumstances subject to such terms as the court might 
think fit.— Counsr., Montague Lush, K.C., and B. A. Cohen ; Neville, K.0., 
and (. H. Sargant. Soucrrons, Druce §& Attlee; Beale & Co. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
THE BOARD OF TRADE v. SAILING SHIP GLENPARK (LIM.,), 
No. 1, 4th March. 

Sup—Sraman— Distressep SeaMan’’—Exprenses oF MAINTENANCE AND 
PassaGe Home—Recetrt or WaGes In Excess ov Exrenses—MErncnant 
Surrinc Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60), ss. 190, 193—Boarp or Trape 
Recutations, Nos, 68, 90, 95. 

Appeal by the defendant company from a judgment of Bigham, J., 
given in a commercial cause tried upon au agreed statement of facts which 
was substantially as follows: The action was brought by the Board of 
Trade against the owners of the sailing ship Glenpark, of Liverpool, to 
recover £99, the balance of expenses incurred in relieving and sending 
home, as distressed seamen, certain members of the crew of the Glenpark, 
which, in the course of a round voyage from Cardiff, was wrecked off the 
coast of South Australia in February, 1901. The crew were saved and 
were maintained by the authorities, first at Port Victoria and afterwardsat 
Port Adelaide. At the latter place the representatives of the owners of the 
vessel paid the crew the wagesdue tothem. The majority of the men were 
able to obtain fresh employment, while the remainder were sent home. 
The owners had paid part of the expenses incurred by the authorities, but 
they disputed liability for the balance now claimed, on the ground that, 
those members of the crew, to whom the balance now claimed referred, 
after receiving their wages, had sufficient money to take them home, and 
were not ‘‘distressed seamen’’ within the meaning of the Merchant 
Shipping Act and the Board of Trade regulations. Bigham, J , held in 
effect that there was nothing in the provisions of the statute which 
excluded from the category of distressed seamen those who, being ship- 
wrecked abroad,-happened at the data of the disaster to be entitled to 
arrears of wages, and he accordingly gave judgment for the Board of 
Trade. The shipowners appealed. 

Tux Cover (Cotuns, M.R., and Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal with costs, holding that a seaman might be a ‘‘dis 
seaman” abroad within the meaning of sections 190-193 and the 
of Trade regulations made thereunder, although the wages due aad 
paid to him abroad exceeded the amount of the expenses incurred on 
his behalf for maintenance and passage home, and that in the present case 
there was evidence to support the decision of the court below.—Oovnsel, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Leslie Scott; Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., Sir E. Carson, 
8.G., and Henry Sutton. Sorascrrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Hil, 
Dickinson, § Co., Liverpuol; &. £. Cunliffe. 

{Reported by Exskine Rei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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TOWERS v. THE AFRICAN TUG CO. No.2. 29th Feb. and Ist March. 


Coupany —Directrors—DrvipEnps Paw Ovr or Caprrat.—U.rra Vires— 
Dmecrors’ MistakrE—SHAREHOLDERS’ ACTION-——RETENTION BY PLAINTIFF— 
MAINTENANCE OF ACTION. 


This was an appeal by the defendant company from a decision of Byrne, 
J. (reported 20 Times L. R. 28). The facts were shortly as follow: 
The plaintiffs were a Mr. W. H. Towers, at ore time the secretary to the 
company, and Mr. P, Wedlake, a director, and they brought an action on 
pehalt of themselves and the other shareholders of the company, except 
such as were joined as defendants, and the other two directors, named 
Alexander and Wood, claiming payment by the defendant directors 
to the company of £375, which, they alleged, it was the duty of the 
defendant company to have recovered against an ex-director, instead of 
compromising with him, and also a sum of £127 10s., which was wrongly 
paid out of capital as a dividend. There was a counterclaim against the 
jaintiffs, if they should be successful with their point respecting the 
Jividend, that they should hand back the shares of the dividend which 
they had received, and this was not a ye The company was incor- 
rated in 1896. The judge having held that the first claim fai'ed, the 
second was gone into, which was a claim by the plaintiffs that the sum of 
£127 10s., an interim dividend paid to the shareholders, should be handed 
over to the company by Messrs. Alexander and Wood, as directors and 
trustees thereof. In the year 1900 it was shewn that on the balance- 
sheet for 1899, made up to the 31st of July, 1899 (the end of the financial 
of the company), there was a debit balance of £756 10s. 11d. Mr. 
Towers, the plaintiff, stated that from the lst of August to the 31st of 
December, 1899, there would be a profit of £300, but contended that the 
debit balance must be wiped out first, as the payment of the proposed 
interim dividend would, if the debit balance was not wiped out, have to be 
id out of capital, which would be illegal. Messrs. Alexander and 
Wood, the directors, however, were not prepared to agree to this, and a 
resolution having been signed by them, Mr. Wedlake taking no part in 
the proceedings, the interim dividend was paid. On the assets side of the 
balance-sheet, up to the 31st of July, 1900, there was an entry ‘‘ Dividends 
not earned,’’ £127 10s., and to make this side correspond with the debit 
side, was an entry ‘‘ Profit and loss account, as at the 3lst of July, 1899, 
£156 10s. 11d., Jess profit for year £245 18s. 4d., equals £510 12s. 7d.’’ 
This balance-sheet was approved both by a meeting of directors, and also 
by the shareholders in September, 1900, when they had also before them 
the auditor’s report, explaining these items, that the interim dividend 


- was unearned, and therefore illegal, and that the directors were liable 


as it was the same thing as paying dividends out of capital. Byrne, J., 
before whom the matter came, held that the two defendant directors 
must replace the £127 10s. with 4 per cent. interest, that the act com- 

ined of was ultra vires, and that the directors concerned in it were liable 
tothe company in respect of it. The plaintiff Towers would, of course, 
have to repay the dividend received by him. The directors knew from 
the books that there was no profit available for the interim dividend, and 
knowing that for some months profits had been made, did not justify 
the payment. The company having had a windfall, which soon would 
enable the whole of the deficit to be made up, and the accounts could be 
arranged so as to render it unnecessary to have the £127 10s. actually paid, 
and the order would be stayed until after the next general meeting, and 
although the defendants were entitled to judgment on their counterclaim, 
their order would be stayed in the same way. From this the defendant 
company directors appealed. 

Tue Court (Vavenan Wriuiams, Sririine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Witu1ams, L.J.—On the whole, I do not think the plaintiffs 
are entitled to any relief. I admit the force of paragraph 14 of the state- 
ment of claim, and I think it is quite consistent with the fact that 
Wedlake, when he received this dividend, had full knowledge of the 
facts. I think that is in all probability true. In that state of things, 
what ought to be done? There is no doubt, to my mind, that the pay- 
ment of this dividend was w/tra vires, and nothing can convert that which 
is ultra vires into something intra vires. Now, if it is the case that the 
plaintiffs knew of all the facts, and had received these dividends with full 
knowledge of the circumstances, and then brought this action, ought they 
to be allowed to maintain it? I think not. I think an individual share- 
holder could not bring an action for an act wltra vires, and at the same 
time be in possession of money which was the proceeds of the act, nor 
does it matter if he is suing for himself and the other shareholders. In 
this action there is a strong inclivation in my mind not to give the plaintiffs 
the remedies which they seek. The fact of this payment appears on ‘the 
face of the balance-sheet, and the directors were minded to replace this 
capital, and were going to do so, out cf the current year’s profits. The 
court is not bound, when they see that an ultra vires act will be put right, 
to accede to the plaintiffs’ request. In myopinion this appeal should succeed. 

Srmure, L J.—I also think that this appeal should succeed. This isa 
case in which no suggestion has been e of any fraud or dishonesty on 
the part of the directors, it was purely a mistake. [His lordship stated 
the facts.] Now it is proved by various documents that Towers was per- 
fectly well aware of the way in which the dividend was paid. The form 
of the action is by the plaintiffs against the company and other share- 
holders. I think this form of action in certain circumstances may be 
maintained. In my opinion the directors who paid this dividend under 
the circumstances made a mistake, everything was ectly open, and the 
or nad inference we ought to draw is what commended itself to the share- 

olders, which was to go on and wipe out ye by yeur this deficiency, and 
when the improper dividend had been replaced, to pay a dividend. 
Ido think any necessity has been shewn for the intervention of the court 
to-compel payment of this small sum, 





Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. To consider what is 
relevant one must go further, but I assume this is one of those cases in 
which an action can be maintained in point of form. But an action of 
this kind must be brought by a person really interested, and it has been 
clearly proved that both the plaintiffs took this dividend with full 
notice of all the facts, that it been paid out of capital, and they had 
it in their possession when the action - Now, could a shareholder 
with full notice of the facts, who has the capital as dividend, retain this in 
his pocket? I think not. [His lordship referred to Fiiteroft’s case (31 
W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D. 519).] LI think the judgment of Bryne, J., must be 
set aside, and there should be judgment for the d-fendants on their 
counterclaim with costs.—CoounseL, Eve, K.C., and Ashton Cross; Norton, 
K.C., and F. Evans. Soxtcrrons, Gibson § Weldon, for Hannay § Hannay, 
South Shields ; Smith, Rendall, § Dods, for J. Wilson Paton, Swansea, 


{ Reported by A. R. Tayiour, Eeq., Barrister-at- Law. } 


DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) AND PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. 
(LIM.) v. MOSELEY & SONS (LIM.) AND INDIA RUBBER AND TYRE 
REPAIRING CO. No. 2. 3rd March. 


Parent—INFRINGEMENT—COMBINATION Patent—Conponent Parnt—Sate— 
INTENTION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. (reported 52 
W. R. 189; 1904, 1 Ch. 164). The action was for an injunction to restrain 
the defendants, their servants, and agents from infringing the plaintiffs’ 
letters patent. The plaintiffs are the proprietors of the letters patent 
No. 14.563 of a.p. 1890, granted to Charles Kingston Welch, for improve- 
ments in rubber tyres and metal rims or felloes of wheels for cycles and 
other light vehicles, and of letters patent No. 16,783 of a.v. 1890, granted 
to William Erskine Bartlett, for improvements in tyres or rims for cycles 
and other vehicles. The plaintiffs, by their particulars of breaches, com- 
plained of the manufacture, sale, and offer for sale of beaded edge and 
other tyres by the defendants, David Moseley & Sons (Limited), and 
also of the sale and offer for sale of similar beaded edge and other 
tyres by the defendants, the India Rubber and Tyre Repairing 
Co., which had been manufactured by the defendants David Moseley & 


Sons (Limited), and supplied by them to the India Rubber and Tyre, 


Repairing Co. Both the defendants denied the infringement. At the trial 
of the action Swinfen Eady, J., in delivering judgment, after stating the 
facts, said the result was that as regarded Moseley & Sons they were not 
infringing either of the plaintiffs’ patents, and were not doing anything of 
which the plaintiffs could complain. As regarded the India Rubber Co., 
the plaintiffs had not made out the case they alleged. The only difference 
between the case of Moseley & Sons and the India Rubber Co. was that the 
latter were not manufacturers, and that they were alleged to have sold 
wires with the covers. It was not, however, proved that these sales had 
taken: place. The plaintiffs asked for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants from selling covers so constructed that on “"~ only be used 
by the purchasers for intringement of the patents. The short answer to 
that was that such an injunction, if granted, would restrain the sale of 
articles which might be lawfully made and sold. The re-ult was that 
the action failed, and must be dismissed with costs. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

‘THe Courr (VavcHan Wittams, Srieuie, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiiuiams, L.J.—I am of opinion that the judgment of 
Swinfen Eady, J., should be affirmed. It is plain that what the plaintiffs 
allege as an infringement of one or other patent is constituted by the sale of 
these covers which are a constituent part of one or other of the combina- 
tions comprised in the patents. In my opinion the sale of these covers 
cannot be said to amount to an infringement of either patent. In truth 
and in fact the plaintiffs do not complain of any infringement in which they 
say the defendants have taken part. All they complain of is a sale of the 
covers to a person, who, they say, the defendants must have knowa 
intended to commit an infringement of the patent. In these facts the 
authorities shew there would be no infringement by the defendants. 
In Townsend v. Haworth (12 Ch. D. 831 note) Jessel, M.R., said: ‘‘ You 
cannot make out the proposition that any person selling any article, either 
organic or inorganic, either produced by nature or produced by art, which 
could in any way be used in the making of a patented article, can 
be sued as an infringer because he knows that the purchaser intends 
to make use of it for that p e.’? That decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal (48 L. J. Ch. 769). In Sykes v. Hwarth (12 Ch. D. 768, 
27 W. R. Dig. 147) Fry, J., said; ‘‘ I entirely agree, if I may say so, that 
selling articles to persons to be used for the purpose of infringing a patent 
is not an infringement of the patent. In this case it is totally different.” 
The whole ground of the decision in Sykes v. Howarth was that the person 
who had infringed was the agent of the defendant ; and so the case was 
entirely different from Townsend v. Howarth. In form what the plaintiffs 
here complain of is an infringement of their patent, and when they come 
to the proof of the infringement, they do not prove that the defendants 
were parties with anyone who did infringe. If infringement were an 
indictable offence and the defendants were parties, —— be responsible 
as principals. How could it be contended here that if there were an 
indictable offence there would be any case to go to the jury? The defend- 
ants are not principals even in a secondary sense. It cannot be said that 
they aided anyone else in committing an infringement. Taking the 
evidence and the conclusion of the learned judge, it is impossible to find 
proved any infringement as alleged. It cannot be said that the plaintiffs 
have established any cause of action, because they have proved sales by 
the defendants of covers adapted for use in one cr other of the combina- 
tions protected by the patents. In my judgment the plaintiffs’ 


case would fail even if they could substantiate that which the 
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learned judge found against them, that these covers could not be 
used for any other purpose than fitting them to the plaintiffs’ tyres. With 
regard to the case of Zhe United Telephone’Co. v. Dale (32 W. R. 428, 25 
Ch. D. 778), though the court has not to decide that point now, I can see 
no reason for suggesting that the observations of Pearson, J., in that case 
were erroneous. ‘That learned judge there said: ‘‘ If there was a patent 
for a kuife of a particular construction, and an injunction was granted 
restraining a defendant from selling knives made according to the patent, 
und he was to sell the component parts, so that any schoolboy could put 
them together and construct the knife, surely that sale would be a breach 
of the injunction.”” My present judgment is in no way inconsistent with 
that. If you are in substance selling a patented article you cannot save 
yourself from liability by selling it in parts. That, however, is not the 
present case. The decision of Swinfen Eady, J., is right, and the appeal 
must be dismissed. 

Srieiinc and Cozens-Hanrpy, L JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Uounser, %. Terrelt, K.C., CU. A. Russell, K.C., Graham, and 
Walter ; Cripps, K.C., Eve, K.C., and Leigh Clare; Macnaghten, K.C., and 
Romer. So.iwcrroxs, John B. & F. Parchase; Roweliffee, Rawle, § Co., for 
F. A. Wo deoek, Manchester ; Emmet & Co., for A. & G. W. Fox, Manchester. 

Reported by J. I. Srirtina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HOUGHTON. HAWLEY ~. BLAKE. Kekewich, J. 19th and 23rd 


Feb. 
Exrcvtor—Derr—Powerr To Compromise: Craim Mave ry Co-Exectror— 
Power at Common Law—Tresree Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), s. 21. 


Adjourned summons. C. Houghton, by his will dated in 1889, appointed 
three executors, of whom his widow, Esther Houghton, and the defendant, 
J. 8. Biake, were two. The testator died in 184, and his will was proved 
by the widow and Blake (who was her nephew) only. The residue of 
C. Houghton’s estate was given upon trust for his widow for life, and 
afterwards among his nephews and nieces. The widow died in 1902, and 
in May, 1903, the defendant Blake, the surviving executor of C. Houghton, 
delivered an account of the administration of the testator’s estate, which in- 
cluded as one of the debts a sum of £1,180 to the widow, being ‘‘ moneys 
belonging to the said Esther Houghton as her separate estate and lent by 
her to the deceased.’’ It appeared that the widow had explained to 
Piake the nature of this debt and the manner in which it arose, and that 
Blake made certain inquiries, consulted the family solicitor, and decided to 
raise no objection to the claim, and he had accordingly allowed the widow 
to retain securities to the amountof such claim. The residuary legatees 
under C. Houghton’s will objected to the account delivered so far as it 
included the debt in question, which they contended Blake had no power 
to allow in favour ot his co-executor. The court had been satisfied that 
as to £820, part of the £1,180, the claim was a good and valid one, but as 
to the balance there was no evidence other than her statements in support 
of her title. It was contended in support of the summons that an executor’s 
power to compromise or allow claims did not extend to claims by a co- 
executor, aud reliance was placed on Jie Cordova v. De Cordova (4 A. C. 62). 
On the other side section 21 of the Trustee Act, 183, was called in aid. 

Kekewicnu, J., held that an executor bad power to compromise or allow 
a debt as well in favour of a co-executor as of a stranger ; the power of 
compromise was a common law power attached to tke office of executor, 
although the power was also recognized by statute ; each executor was 
seised of his office p.+ mie et per tout for all purposes, and it therefore made 
no difference that a claimant was also an executor. Probably in such 
cases an executor would do well to come to the court for sanction to a 
compromise, but the parties having in this case acted honestly and reason- 
ably, and no frauds being proved or alleged, his lordship held that the 
allowance was a prop-r one in respect of the whole sum of £1,180.— 
CounseL, C. James; Warrington, K.C., and Ribton. Soxricrrors, Clarke, 
Rawlins, & Co., for Percival § Son, Peterborough ; Field, Roscoe, & Co., for 
Senior & Furbank, Richmond. 

Reported by Aan C. Nespitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law ] 


Ie COOPER AND CRONDACE’S CONTRACT AND VENDOR AND 
PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Kekewicb, J. 4th March. 


ConveYaAncinG Practice—Contract ror Sate—Genenat Remanks—INser- 
TION OF Terms In CovENANT. 

Adjourned summons. The question for consideration by the court was 
whether the effect of a certain section (6) contained in a contract for sale 
and purchase should be included in the conveyance as a covenant. The 
property to which the contract related was sold by auction, and, together 
with the particulars and conditions of sale, there was a page headed 
“*General Remarke,’’ section 6 of which provided that ‘‘ each purchaser 
will have to erect within six months from the date of sale and afterwards 
maintain a good and sufficient fence on the side of his plot marked T on 
the plan within the boundary.’’ For the vendor it was urged that general 
remarks are a part of the agreement and so should be inserted as a covenant 
in the conveyance: /egyat v. Barnett (15 Ch D. 306), Birmingham District 
Land Co. v. Allday (1893, 1 Ch. 342). For the purchaser it was contended 
that neither in the “ general remarks,’’ ‘‘ conditions,’’ nor in ‘‘particulars”’ 
was there any mention that a covenant would be required: Key and 
Elphinstone Precedents, Vol. I. (7th ed.), 311. The vendor could sue on 
contract alone: /almer vy. Johnson (13 Q. B.D. 351). Conditions of sale 
should be construed against the vendor: Re irmingham District Land Co, 
y. Allday (supra). 





et. 5 

Kexkewicn, J.—This is a case of some novelty. No authority directly 
point was cited by counsel for either side. “What is the object of hay 
conveyance? Not merely to vest the estate in the purchaser, but algo ty 
express in a definite concluded form the terms of the contract which hay, 
to be performed by the purchaser. It is not usual to enter in a Conveyance 
things to be done beforehand. Also if there is something completely outsigg 
the contract—as, for instance, a question of compensation for injury ty 
property—that would not appear oa the conveyance. But otherwise jt is 
meant to express in a clear and binding form once for all the Contrary 
between the parties so far as it has not been performed. I think that 4 
conveyance that falls short of that is not a well-settled conveyance, Whi, 
once you have passed the bridge of conveyance neither party can go bac; 
and you cannot sue on an agreement made pending the contract not 
included in the conveyance, which must be assumed not to have bem, 
embodied in the conveyance because itis abandoned. That seems to The 
to be the object of a) conveyance. ‘Therefore, when you have to inquire 
whether this or that ought to be in the conveyance, you must fing 
out if it is a part of the contract. It is common kuowledge that 
although ‘‘conditions of sale’ are different things from ‘“ particulax 
of sale’? the purchaser takes the property in the particulars subject to 
the conditions. Now in this particular instance we have three divisions 
instead of two; Ihave seen the same thing before. Besides the conditions 
which are properly called conditions, there are ‘‘ general remarks,” 
They generally fall into the particulars. Take the general remark (section 
6, supra). There you have something to be done after the date of 
completion, so that you have something which ought to be introduced into 
the conveyance in order to complete it and perform the contract. If the 
conveyance is prepared without this the vendor runs a great risk of not 
being in a condition to insist on it at all. It would be extraordinarij 
difficult to frame the indorsement of a writ so as to enforce this if there 
was nothing in the conveyance about it. The answer would be that it is 
an obligation which now has no legal means of enforcement, not having 
been inserted in the conveyance. There will be a declaration that 
covenant must be inserted in the conveyance on the part of the purchaser 
his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns.—Covunsr., Cave, K.C,, 
and Hon. T. H. Watson. Sottscrroxs, F. C. Holland; Johnson, Weatherall, 
& Suert, for Potter §& Crundwell, Farnham. 


{Reported by Atrrep C, Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


VEZEY ». RASHLEIGH. Byrne, J. 3rd March. 


Spretric PervoRMANCE— WRITTEN AGREEMENT FOR LEASE—SunsEQuent 
Parot AGREEMENT TO VaRy—Apmission or Paro. Evripence. 

Motion. The above action related to the validity of a lease of certain 
mines in Cornwall. The action having been compromised, an order was 
by consent made in the action on the 5th of November, 1903, staying 
further proceedings except such as were necessary for carrying out the 
compromise, and ordering that a new lease of the mines should be granted 
by the defendant, Sir C. Rashleigh, to the plaintiff, Mr. J. R. Vezey, upon 
the terms mentioned. Disputes having arisen between the parties, this 
motion was made on behalf of the said defendant, that the plaintiff should 
be ordered to execute a counterpart of a lease in accordance with the 
agreement of compromise contained in the order. The motion was 
resisted by the plaintiff upon the ground that subsequently to the order 
he and the said defendant had agreed to vary certain of the terms of the 
lease as ordered to be granted. In proof of the agreement the plaintiff 
relied upon a document signed by the said defendant headed ‘‘ Topics of 
Conversation ’’ between them, which contained notes of terms, or suggested 
terms, for the new lease. He also gave evidence (by affidavit) that those 
terms had been verbally agreed upon. The defendant denied that any 
such agreement had been made. 


Byrnz, J., held that the document headed ‘‘ Topics of Conversation” 
was not intended to be an agreement at all, and that as regards the parol 
evidence tendered of the alleged agreement to vary the terms of the com- 
promise, although in an action for specific performance of a written agree- 
ment parol evidence may, by way of defence, be given of a subsequent 
agreement to entirely abandon or dissolve the previous one, yet that parol 
evidence cannot be given of an agreement to vary the terms of a previous 
written agreement ; and that, therefore, the defence to the motion failed, 
and the order asked for must be made.—Counse., Norton, K.C., and @, B. 
Rashleigh ; Rowden, K.C., and 4. J. David. Soricrrons, Rashleigh, So, § 
Hall; W. H. Martin § Co, 


| Reported by Nevini.e Tressvrr, Esy., Barrister-at-Law 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
TOUGH (Appellant) ». HOPKINS (Respondent). Div. Court. 4th March. 


Smoxe—Nvrisance—Cuinery Senpinc Forrn Brack Svoke—FuNNgL OF 
A Sream Tue —Pvcsuc Herarru (Lonpox* Acr, 1891 (54 & 55 Vier 
c. 76), 8. 24 (n). 

Case stated by the Lord Mayor of the City of London on an information 
preferred by the respondent, Sanitary Inspector of the Port of London, 
under section 24 of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, against the 
appellant, for that on the 24th of August, 1903, between the Custom-house 
and Southwark-bridge on the steamship Lichmond a nuisance existed 
—namely, a chimney sending forth black smoke—and that the appellant 
had failed to comply with a notice to abate the nuisance. The appellant 
was the owner of a steam tug known as the Richmond. On the 25th of 
April a notice to abate the nuisance was served upon him. On the 24th of 


August, while the tug was proceeding between the Custom-house,and 
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and Southwark-bridge there was being ‘sent forth ‘from the funnel dense 
plack smoke for five minutes in such quantity as to be a nuisance. Th 
was then being navigated by a master engineer and crew employed by 
the appellant, who had no knowledge of such emission of black smoke. 
The tug did not stop on the voyage, but was proceeding to Kingston-on- 
Thames, being employed in plying for hire between Woolwich and Kingston, 
where it lay every night. The engines and boilers were constructed 
so as to consume as far as possible all the smoke. The appellant had given 
instructions to prevent black smoke, good Welsh steam coal was burnt, 
and the furnaces had been freshly stoked opposite the Custom-house. 
From three to four minutes was not an unreasonable time to allow the 
fresh fuel to cease emitting black smoke. The emission of smoke could 
have been prevented by the fire being kept bright by frequent and careful 
stoking. It was contended by the appellant that section 24 was inapplic- 
able to a steam tug while plying to and fro, and that proceedings in 
respect of smoke from vessels plying on the Thames could only be taken 
under section 23. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that the 
funnel of the tug was a chimney within section 24 (4). The magistrate 
found, as a fact, that the funnel was.a chimney within section 24 (6), that 
the black smoke amounted to a nuisance, that no works could be ordered 
which would cure the nuisance, but that it was a question of stoking with 
roper fuel, and he convicted the appellant and made an order upon him 
prohibiting the recurrence of the nuisance. ‘The appellant then required 
him to specify the works to be executed to prevent the recurrence, but the 
magistrate refused to specify, as it was only a question of stoking. The 
questions for the court were whether the conviction was right in law and 
whether the prohibition order was valid. During the argument Weeks v. 
King (15 Cox, 733, 34 W. R. Dig. 131) was cited. 

Tne Covrr (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Kennepy and CHANNELL, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonr, O.J., in giving judgment, said that the magistrate’s 
decision was right. He, the learned judge, did not see why tie emission 
of black smoke from the funnels of vessels on the Thames should not be 
prevented as well as from chimneys on land. Section 24 was not sufficient 
to enable the court to hold that the funnel of a steamship was not a 
chimney. As to the other point, the order was not bad because it did not 
specify any works to be executed (although the defendant asked that they 
should be specified), for there were no works that could be executed. 

Kennepy and Crannewt, JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed. — Cornsert, A, Hamilton, K.C., and Bigham ; 
Danckwerts, K.C., and R&. @. Glen. Sottcrrors, J. A. Roberts; The City 
Solicitor. 

Reported by E. G, Sriniwetr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
HILL (Appellant) », PANNIFER AND OTHERS (Respondents). Div. 
Court. 4th March. 
Poor Rarr— Disrress—Costs or—57 Gro. 3, c. 93—7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 17— 
12 & 13 Vicr. c. 14, 5. 1 

This was a case stated by the justices of the petty sessional division of 
Cosford, in Suffolk, for the opinion of the court on a point of law. The 
case stated that on the 24th of September, 1903, a complaint was heard 
before the Petty Sessional Court at Hadleigh, wherein the appellant, 
Robert William Hill, alleged that the respondents, or some or one of them, 
having sold or caused to be sold certain goods‘of the appellant to satisfy a 
poor rate for the parish of Bildeston, in the.eeunty of Suffolk, and certain 
costs and charges levied by distress upon the goods, on or about the 28th 
of July, 1903, levied and received from the appellant and retained and 
took from the produce of such goods sold greater costs and charges than 
are mentioned and set down in the schedule to the Act 57 Geo. 3, c. 93, to 
wit, a charge of 14s. for the expenses of an ‘‘ auctioneer,” contr +ry to the 
provisions of that statute and of 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 17, and 12 & 13 Vict. c. 
14. Upon the hearing of the complaint it was proved that the respondent 
Robert Pannifer was assistant overseer, and the other respondents, Gumsey 
and Shipp, overseers of the poor for the parish of Bildeston. On the 2nd 
of July, 1903, Pannifer obtained from two justices a warrant of distress 
against the appellant, directing him to make distress of the goods of the 
appellant and to sell the same if within the space of five days after making 
the distress the sum of £1 then due and owing from the appellant in 
respect of poor rate, and the further sum of 5s. 1d , the costs of obtaining 
the warrant, were not duly paid by the appellant. Pannifer made distress 
upon the goods and demanded the payment of-the amount set out. On 
the 13th of July the appellant paid the amount claimed except 1s.. of 
the amount due in respect of poor rate, and that sum he declined to pay. 
On the 28th of July, 1903, Pannifer sold the appellant’s goods to satisfy 


applied to proceedings for the ne of poor rates. On behalf of the 
respondents it was contended that the words of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 14, 
s. 1, and the —— provisions of the warrant of distress which cited 
those words, entitled them (notwithstanding the earlier provisions of 57 
Geo. 3, c. 93, and 7 & 8 Geo, 4, c. 17) to deduct and retain from the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of the appellant’s goods costs and charges, to wit, in the 
words of the Act, ‘‘the reasonable charges of selling,’’ in excess of and 
other than those specified in the schedule to 57 Geo. 3, c. 93, and that the 
last-mentioned statute must be considered to be pro tanto revoked and 
amended. The justices were of opinion that the respondents’ contention 
was right, and they found that the charge of 14s. was a rearonable and 
proper charge, and one which by law could properly be made in the 
circumstances of the case, and therefore they dismissed the complaint. 
Section 1 of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 14 sets out that ‘‘ whereas provision is 
already made by law for the recovery of the sum or sums at which any 
person is rated or assessed to the relief of the poor . . . but no 
provision is made for levying the costs and expenses incurred by the 
overseers of the poor . . . in the recovery of the same, be it therefore 
enacted that it shall be lawful hereafter for all justices of the peace, if in 
their discretion they shall so think fit, in any warrant of distress they shall 
make and issue to order that a sum, such as they may deem 
reasonable for the costs and expenses which such overseers or the persons 
applying for such warrant shall have incurred in obtaining the same, shall 
also be levied of the goods and chattels of the person or persons against 
whom such warrant shall be granted, together with the reasonable charges 
of the taking, keeping, and selling of the said distress.”’ 

Tar Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Kexngpy and Cuannett, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in giving judgment, said that he thought that 
it would require clearer words to satisfy him that the Legislature had 
intended that the old statutory maximum must apply to the charges to be 
allowed under the Act in question. The words of the section were too 
strong to accept the interpretation which the respondents had sought to 
put upon the section. The overseers were entitled to the reasonable 
charges for the seizure and levy of the appellant’s goods. The appeal 
must therefore be dismissed. There appeared to be such inconsistency 
between the section in the earlier and later statutes as compelled him to 
take the view that the section of the earlier Act had been repealed to the 
extent to which it was inconsistent with the later Act. 

Kexnepy and Cuannewt, JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed, with costs.—Covunse, Rodson, K.C., Bodkin, and Bruce 
Williams; W. Stewart and Nolan. Soticrrors, Lloyd-George, Roberts, § Co., 
for Birkett, Ridley, § Francis, Ipswich ;, Salmon & Co. 


Reported by E. G. Stitiwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 


WING v. EPSOM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Div. Court. 3rd March. 


Practice—Compiaint Hearp Berore Trrer Justices at Qvanrrer Sissions 
—Orper Mapr THat APPELLANT SHOUL® ARATB NvUISaNcr — ORDER SiGNED 
ny One Justice ONLY—Onvsection AGarnst OrpER—SumMARY JURISDICTION 
Act, 1848, s. 14—Pvniic Hearn Act, 1875, ss. 96, 251. 


Appeal upon a case stated from the decision of the court of quarter 


sessions. ‘Lhe appellant was summoned under the Public Health Act, 
1875, before the Court of Petty Sessions at Epsom at the instance of the 
iuspector of nuisances on three complaints, alleging the existence of 
nuisances on certain premises of which he was the owner. ‘The complaints 
were heard by three justices, who raade orders in each of the cases requir- 
ing the appellant to abate the nuisance within a specified time. Orders in 
writing in the terms of the orders of the court were drawn up and signed 
by only one of the justices who adjudicated on the hearing of the com- 
plaints. The appellant appealed to quarter sessions, and contended that 
the orders were bad on the face of them (inter alia) because the orders were 
signed by one justice only, whereas they should have been signed by two 
or more justices, since, by section 251 of the Public Health Act, 1875, a 
complaint under the Act must be heard by two or more justices, and, by 
section 96, the justices, when satisfied of the existence of the alleged 
nuisance, must make an order. By section 14 of the Summary Jurisdic- 
tion Act, 1848, justices must draw up such.an order, which must by 
inference be signed by two justices. Otherwise there was nothing in the 
order to show that the complaints were heard and the orders made bya 
competent court. 

Lord Atvrrsrong, ©.J., said he understood that orders had to be drawn 
up so that if there appeared to be any objection to the order that objection 





the unpaid balance of the rate, and after the sale he gave the respondent 


might be raised. If the respondent’s counsel had satisfied him that the 


4 statutory notice of costs and charges as required by 57 Geo. 3, c. 93. The | magistrate’s signature to the order was merely for the _— of verifica- 
sum. realized by the sale was €1 5s., from which the respondent took and _ tion or that the order had not to be drawn up and served, he would have 
retained, in addition to the sum of 1s. for the rate, the following costs and | come to a decision against the appellant, for there a to be no merits 


charges :—Levy, 3s. ; 


taking, keeping, and use of room, &c., 6s. 3d.; | in his case. 


But the words of section 96 of the Act of 1875, and the other 


auctioneer, 14s., and paid the balance of 9d. to the appellant. The sum of ' statutory provisions referred to were quite clear. The form of the orders 
lls. was one-third of a fee of two guineas paid by the respondent to an | given also indicated that the orders ought to be signed by two justices, 


auctioneer in respect to the sale at one time of the 


and two other ratepayers against whom distress warrants had been granted. | reasons he had stated constituted a ground on whic 


goo@s of the appellaut He thought that the objection raised was one of Paar and for the 


the appeal must be 


lu all these matters Pannifer acted under the authority of the other | allowed. 


respondents. It was contended before the magistrates by the appellant 
that the costs and charges to which the respondents were entitled were | 
limited by the statute 57 Geo. 3, ¢. 93, as applied to the levy of a distress 


Wits and Kennepy, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
allowed, but without the costs of the appeal from the quarter sessions, the 
court declining to interfere with a statement in the case that if the 


in respect of 25 7 ‘ 7 ; 
pect of poor rates by 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 17, and that the charge of 14s. | was allowed the costs below were to be the appellants.—Covnse1, Low, K.C., 


for the auctioneer’s fee was an excessive and illegal charge. The appellant 
further contended that the statute 12 & 13 Vict. c. 14, did not entitle the 
Tespondents to reimburse themselves by appropriating any higher or other | 
tosts or charges than those which were authorized by 


57 Geo, 3, c, 93, as | 


and W. Mackenzie; Avory, K.C., 8. G. Lushington, and Swinburne Hanham, 
Soricrrors, Spencer Gibson § Son ; Lyell § Beteson. 
| Reported by Erskine Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, | 
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REX v. HIS HONOUR JUDGE WHITEHORNE AND HUMPHREYS. 
Ex parte ROGERS. Div. Court. 3rd March. 


Covnry Covurt—Acrerment To Purcnase Hovst Property Wortn More 
THAN £500, Sunsect to a Mortcace—Pricr ror Equity or REDEMPTION 
Acreep at £75—Action to Enrorce Speciric PERFORMANCE—JURISDIC- 
TION or County Covrt—County Courts Act, 1888 ss. 67, 126, 


In this case a rule nisi had been granted calling upon the judge of the 
Birmingham County Court to shew cause why a mandamus should not 
issue requiring him to hear and determine an action of Rogers v. Humphreys, 
in which the learned judge had decided he had no jurisdiction. The 
plaintiff Rogers sued for specific performance of a contract under which 
the defendant Humphreys agreed to purchase some house property 
from the trustee of a creditor's deed. The consideration was the 
payment by the purchaser of a small dividend to the creditors. The 

perty was heavily charged under a mortgage, and the purchaser was to 
a it subject to thecharge. The dividend to the creditors would amount 
to about £75, the total value of the property free from the mortgage was 
estimated at between £1,500 and £1,700. Before the learned judge it was 
argued for the plaintiff that all that was agreed to be bought was the equity 
of redemption, for which £75—the purchase-money—was to be paid, and 
therefore that it was a transaction within the jurisdiction of the coun 
court. On the other hand it was argued for the defendant that what he 
agreed to buy was the whole of the property, subject to the mortgage, 
and that the test was the ad valorem stamp he would be called upon to pay 
on the conveyance under which the property would pass to him, which 
would be at least on a capital value of £1,500. This contention appeared 
to the county court judge to be right, and he decided that he had no 
jurisdiction. 

Lord Atverstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, said the case called 
attention to a point of practice that might require further consideration. 
Section 67 of the County Courts Act, 1888, provided ‘‘ that the court shall 
have and exercise all the powers and authority of the High Court in 
certain cases, among them being actions for specific performance of or for 
any agreement for the sale, purchase, or lease of any property where, in 
the case of a sale or purchase the purchase-money, or in thie case of a 
lease the value of the property shall not exceed the sum of £500.’ The 
Legislature therefore clearly thought that the jurisdiction of the county 
court should be restricted to dealing with property of no very great value, 
and the question they had to decide was whether it was desirable that the 
county court judges should have jurisdiction, in the case where the 
purchase-money of an equity of redemption was below £500, but the value 
of the property actually bei g transferred was very much larger. Now, 
the section was a general one relating to all classes of property, including 
chattels, and therefore it was not specially directed to the purchase-money 
of land only. The section contemplated all kinds of things being sold, and 
therefore the court must assume prima facie that ‘ purchase-money”’ as 
there used meant the price to be paid for whatever was the subject-matter 
of the sale. That view was fortified by the way in which the section dealt 
with leases where there was no standard of purchase-money. The only 
safe rule that the court could follow was to give the best construction they 
could to the language of the section, and they ought not to place 
an artificial meaning on words unless driven to the conclusion that the 
Legislature used the words in a limited or special sense. The facts 
here were that what was being sold was an equity of redemption, and 
the price to be paid for it was £75. Therefore the price was a sum 
over which the county court had jurisdiction, and it must not be lost 
sight of that, under section 126 of the Act, there was machinery provided 
for removing to the High Court cases in which it turned out that more 
valuable ote than £500 was at stake. The conclusion he had come 
to was that in such a case as this the Legislature intended the county 
court to have jurisdiction. If it was thought that by this decision juris- 
diction up to too large an amount was being given to the county court, 
the law as it stood must be amended by an amending Act. The law 
as it stood, in his view of the enabling section, giving the county court 
jurisdiction, would enable the learned judge in the present case to deal 
with the matter. The rvle would therefore be made absolute, with costs 
against Humphreys ; no order as to costs against the county court judge. 

Wits and Kenxepy, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.—Covnser, 
Hl. Sutton; H. A. M‘Cardie. Souicrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; Field, 
Roscor, § Co., for Sherwin & Rogers, Birmingham. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


POWELL & THOMAS ». EVAN JONES & CO. and (by Counterclaim) 
EVAN JONES & CO. v. POWELL & THOMAS AND COWPERTHWAITE 
Kennedy, J. 22nd, 23rd, 24th Feb., and 5th March, 


Principat anp Acent—Secrer ComMissIon—PRESENT AND Future Pay- 
MENTS AS ComMIssION—RELATIONSHIP oF Drstor any Creprvor. 


Action tried in the Commercial Court. This was an action to recover 
£1,400 commission on £70,000 debentures issued in the Field Line (of 
steamers) (Limited), of Cardiff. The commission note was as follows: In 
consideration of your introducing to us the Law Guarantee Societ y for the 
purpose of negotiating a debenture issue in connection with a fleet of 
steamships and of such negotiations resulting in business, we undertake to 
pay you a commission of 2 per cent. on the amount that may be mutually 
agreed between us and the said societ y to be advanced. The defendants 
thus approached the plaintiffs for the purpose of getting them to place 
the debentures. The plaintiffs then came into connection with one 
Akenhead, who introduced Cowperthwaite to the plaintiffs. Cowper- 


thwaite introduced the Law Guarantee and Trust Society, through whom 
business resulted. Cowperthwaite, in addition to claiming commission 


and Trust Society, including certain payments in relation to future pay. 
ment of premiums which — extend over several years. Neither 
laintiffs or defendants knew that Cowperth waite was receiving commission 

m the Law Guarantee and Trust Society. 

March 5.—Kennepy, J., in giving j ent, said, after reciting the 
facts, that this was a claim for commission on the commission note, ang 
that the defendants denied that commission had been earned, and set » 
as a defence the fact that secret commission had been received, 
they counterclaimed against the plaintiffs and Cowperthwaite for a 
declaration that the defendants were entitled to receive all moneys received 
or to be received as secret commission which plaintiffs and Cowperthwaite 
held to their use, alternatively as damages. Two points had to be con- 
sidered (1) as to whether the commission had been earned, and (2) as to 
what was the effect of Cowperthwaite taking commission from the Lay 
Guarantee and Trust Society after stipulating for a share from the Other 
side. Firstly, he thought that the plaintiffs had earned their commission, 
The Law Guarantee and Trust Society seemed to have been very prompt 
on their part. The word “‘ advanced’ meant issuing the debentures and 
getting them taken up. Secondly, what Cowperthwaite had done was 
clearly wrong. Cowperthwaite, he thought, had been adopted as agent by 
the defendants, but without their knowing of the secret commission. An 

rofits made by an agent in course of his employment were profits which 

e cannot retain, and amount to a debt from the agent to the principal for 
that amount. [He referred to Morison v. Thompson (L. R. 9 Q. B. 
480), per Cockburn, ©.J., at p. 486.] The principles laid down 
in DeBussche v. Alt (8 Ch. D. 286) applied here and he thought that 
as regards adjusting the rights as to the receipts, the principal could sue 
the sub-agent direct. This case was stronger than that of De Bussche y, 
Alt. Here the commission was payable on an introduction from which 
business resulted. The relationship as laid down by De Bussche v. Alt 
had been, he thought, created here. If Cowperthwaite received his com- 
mission without the defendant's knowledge, he would have to pay it over, 
The difficult point was as to the commission due to Cowperthwaite from 
the Law Guarantee and Trust Society from time to time on the future 
payments of premiums. These future payments could not be treated as 
trust money (Lister § Co, v. Stubbs, 34 Sotrcrrors’ Journal, 456 ; 45 Ch, D, 
1), but as a debt, and therefore in future whenever such a payment was 
made Cowperthwaite would be liable to be sued by the defendants, the 
relationship being debtor and creditor. He gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs for their commission, and held that the defendants could recover 
from Cowperthwaite the commission actually received from the Law 
Guarantee and Trust Society in connection with this transaction.— 
CounseL, S. 7. Evans, K.C., and W. Frampton; J. E. Bankes, K.C., and 
Holman Gregory ; H. M. Sturges. Soicrrors, W. & W. Stocken, for Digby 
Powell, Newport, Mon.; J/ ‘Wliamson, Hill, § Co., for Ingledew § Sons, 

iff ; C.F. Ingram. 
[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








Law Societies. 


Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 
Society. 


The twenty-third annual general meeting of this society was held at the 
Town Hall, Chester, on Monday, the 22nd of February, 1904, Mr. Cuantes 
A. Jonzs, Carnarvon, president, inthe chair. The report of the committee 
and the treasurer’s accounts for the past year were received and adopted. 
The prize for articled clerks, founded by Mr. John Allington Hughes, 
when president of the society in 1891-2, was presented by the president to 
Mr. John Kemp Cooke, who served his articles with Mr. John H. Cooke, of 
Winsford, and who was placed in the second class at the Honours Examin- 
ation held in April last. The following officers of the society were 
unanimously elected for the ensuing year: Mr. Charles P. Douglas, of 
Chester, was elected president; Mr. A. Fletcher, of Northwich, re-elected 
vice-president ; Mr. F. B. Mason, of Chester, re-elected hon. treasurer : 
and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, re-elected hon. secretary. The following 
gentlemen are the committee for the year: Meesrs. J. Davies, Denbigh; 
T. Bury, Wrexham: E. W. Johnson, Llandudno; Charles A. Joues, 
Carnarvon ; C. H. Pedley, Crewe; and W. H. Churton, T, Moore Dutton, 
C. P. Smith, and 8. J. R. Dickson, all of Chester. Messrs. E. S. Giles and 
N. A. E. Way, both of Chester, were elected auditors. The annual dinner 
was held at the Blossoms Hotel, Chester, after the meeting. His Honour 
Judge Sir Horatio Lloyd was present as the guest of the president. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 
Members.—The society now numbers 177 members. Seven barristers 
subscribe to the Library. 

Education Act, 1902.—Persuant to the resolution passed at the last 
annual meeting, your committee communicated with the clerks to the 
local education authorities within the society’s district, but were not 
successful in obtaining the right to nominate a representative upon any of 
the Education Committees, 

Prevention of Corruption Bill, 1903.—This Bill, as altered in the House of 
Lords, contained several most objectionable provisions. Your committee 
considered it necessary to do all they could to organize opposition to these 
provisions, which might have been brought to bear most oppressively upon 
members of our profession, and it is matter for congratulation that the 
Bill did not pass into law. 

Carnarvonshire and Anglesea Law Society.—At the instance of your 
president, who was also president of the above-named society, it was 





from his principals, was to receive a commission from the Law Guarantee 





decided that it should be amalgamated with your society, and that the 
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balance of its funds should be handed over to your treasurer to be applied 
jn payment of the subscriptions of those members of the Carnarvonshire 

Anglesey Society who should think fit to join your society. Your 
committee feel the greatest satisfaction in the accession of stre thus 
secured, and they trust that those members of the above-named society 
who have joined your society will never have any cause for regret. For 
his successful efforts in this matter, your committee feel that your president 
well deserves your hearty thanks. 

The Law Society.—Under the supplemental charter country members are 
now elected as extraordinary members of the Council of the above society 
for a period of three years, and they need not be, as formerly, presidents 
of provincial societies. The first election was held in December last, and 
for the purpose of the election the districts formed by the scheme of the 
associated provincial societies for the election of ordinary (country) 
members of the Council—printed as an appendix to your committee’s 
report for the year 1896—were utilized. Under this scheme your society 
fails in the western district, comprising the following societies: Chester 
and North Wales, Stockport, Shropshire, Herefordshire, Gloucestershire 
and Wiltshire, Bath, Somersetshire, Cardiff, Swansea and Neath, Merthyr 

dfil. Your committee nominated your president as a candidate, and 
obtained the support of the Herefordshire, Shropshire, and Swansea and 
Neath societies. The Bath society nominated Mr. W. Mercer Adam, of 
Bath, and that gentleman, who was supported by the Gloucestershire and 
Wiltshire, Somersetshire, Cardiff, and Merthyr Tydfil societies, was 
elected. This result your committee venture to think is unfortunate, 
inasmuch as the Gloucestershire society already has an admirable member 
of the Council in Mr. Ellett, of Cirencester ; the Bristol Law Society (very 
properly on account of its importance) is represented by Mr. F. F. Cart- 
wright ; and the Bath society by Mr. Adam; whereas the northern and 
western portion of the district, comprising Cheshire, Shropshire, and the 
whole of Wales, is unrepresented. Herefordshire, it may be mentioned, is 
well represented by Mr. Humfrys, of Hereford, whose candidature was 
supported by your society. The committee are of opinion that a com- 
munication to the above effect should be addressed to the Law Society, and 
it is hoped that some means of securing a wider representation may be 
found. 





Norfolk and Norwich Incorporated Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is now seventy-two, of whom two 
are life members, and forty-nine are members of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, henceforth to be known by the abbreviated 
title of ‘‘ The Law Society.”’ The number of barristers, justices of the 
peace, and others, not being members of this society, who subscribe to 
the law library is eleven, of whom one is a life member. 

Extraordinary Members of the Council of the Law Society.—An alteration 
has been made in the method of election and the tenure of office of 
extraordinary members of the Council. Hitherto presidents of provincial 
law societies alone were eligible for election, and Pe were elected for one 
year only. Under the new regulations all members of country societies, 
who are also members of the chief society, are eligible for election, and 
hold office, when elected for three years, like ordi members of the 
Council. For the purpose of securing a fair distribution, provincial 
societies are grouped, and the voting is according to the membership of 
the chief society. This society is grouped with Cambridge, Lincoln, and 
Herts. At the election which has recently ‘taken place your committee 
nominated your president, Mr. F. 0. Taylor, who has done excellent work 
on the Council as an extraordinary member for three years past, but, 
owing to the paucity of members of the chief society, the committee, 
although supported by the Lincoln society, failed to secure Mr. 'Taylor’s 
election, and a gentleman from Herts obtained the majority of votes. The 
Eastern Counties are therefore without any representative on the Council, 
and the committee feel thay have some ground for complaint at our 
society being grouped with Herts, which cannot be regarded as forming 
any part of East Anglia. When the next vacancy occurs in this district, 
your committee hope that a nominee of this society will be elected. A 
resolution will be submitted at the annual meeting urging on the Law 
Society to increase the number of provincial members of the Council. 

Prevention of Corruption Bill.—Your committee have had this Bill, which 
was introduced into and passed the House of Lords, under consideration. 
They urged the Law Society to endeavour to secure amendments which 
would tend to remove or at any rate mitigate some of the most objection- 
able features of the Bill. The Attorney-General eventually undertook to 
meet the views of the Law Society in some respects, but the Bill, though 
ae down for third reading on several occasions, was ultimately with- 

awn. 

General.—The committee cannot close this report without expressing 
their most cordial thanks to our president for his hospitality in entertain- 
ing all themembers of our society at a banquet in Blackfriars’ Hall, on the 
5th of February, when they had the opportunity of meeting and hearing 
Mr. Gray Hill and Mr. Rawle (the president = vice-president of the Law 
Society). In recording their thanks the committee feel they are but 
giving expression to the sentiments of every member. 





United Law Society. 


Feb. 29.—Mr, J. F. W. Galbraith presided.—The motion for debate 
was: ‘‘That this house disapproves of the passive resistance movement.’’ 
Mr, Kenneth Ingram —— and Mr. J. Wylie opposed the motion, 
which was carried by a three-fifths majority. 

The annual dinner of the socicty will be held on 23rd March at the 
Hotel Cecil, 


| 





March 7.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith led.—Mr. W. A. Ji ly and Mr. 
G. F. Head were elected members. . R. O. Nesbit moved: ‘‘ That this 
house is‘of opinion that the Government of this country, by its conduct of 
affairs in the Far East since the China-Japan War, is responsible for the 
pers difficulties between Russia and J .”? Mr. J. R. Yates opposed. 

he speakers included Messrs. E. S. Cox-Sinclair, C. Kains-Jackson, F. O. 
Clutton, and J. F. W. Galbraith. 


Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Law Society on 
Thursday, the 3rd inst., Mr. 8. J. Daw in the chair. The other directors 

resent were Mr. F. T. Birdwood, Mr. H.C. Nisbet, Mr. R. H. Peacock, 
Mr, R. J. Pead, and Mr. J. Vallance. A sum of £20 was voted for the 
relief of a London solicitor’s widow; one new life member, and seven 
annual subscribers were elected members; and other business was 
transacted. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, on the 9th inst., 
Mr. J. Roger B. Gregory in the chair, the other directors present being 
Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. A. Davenport, Walter Dowson, 
Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), C. G. May, Richard Pennington, 
J.P., W. Arthur Sharpe, Maurice A. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie, and J T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £330 was distributed in grants of relief, 
two new members were admitted to the association, and other general 
business transacted. 


The Barristers’ Benevolent Association. 


The annual meeting of this association was held on Wednesday in the 
Middle Temple-hall. 

The Arrorney-GEeNERAL presided, and among those present were the 
Lord Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Barnes, Mr. Justice Grantham, Sir Edward 
Clarke, K.C., Sir Hairy Poland K.C., and His Honour Judge Snagge. 

The committee’s report stated that the donations received during th® 
year amounted to £735, and the subscriptions to £1,691. There were 101 
applications for assistance made to the committee during the year. Relief 
was granted in 90 instances, and the total grants made amounted to £2,372. 
At the last general meeting Sir E. Clarke, on behalf of a friend and him- 
self, offered two sums of £100 towards making good the deficiency of about 
£1,000 referred to in the Jast report, provided that eight similar donations 
were forthcoming before the beginning of the last Long Vacation. Only 
three donations had been received in response to his offer, which, however, 
had now been extended until the 30th of June next. 

The Arroxney-GrNera in moving the adoption of the report, said that 
it mentioned a case in which a member of the Bar was by a temporary relief 
able to tide over a season of ill-health. Having surmounted his difficulties 
he repaid the association the amount they had given him, although no 
stipulation to that effect was made with the grant. No work was more 
fruitful of good results than help given which enabled men to get over 
temporary difficulties. The committee desired to impress on all present 
the importance of making further exertions to bring in new subscribers. 
The number of subscribers to the association actually practising at the 
Bar was about550. The total number of practising members of the Bar hehad 
heard estimated at 3,000, and he would put it at the low estimate of 2,000. 
Thus only about a quarter of the total number were subscribers. 

Mr. J. B. Murrny, K.C., seconded the motion, and the report was 
adopted. 

The Lorp Curer Justice moved the appointment of the committee of 
management. Sir Harry Potanp, K.C., seconded the motion, which was 
carried. 








The President of the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, will 
preside at the next lecture (the last of the present series) to be delivered 
to the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association on Thursday, the 24th 
inst.. at 7 p.m., in Lincoln’s-inn Old Hall. The subject of the lecture, 
which will be delivered by B. Fossett Lock, Esq., Secretary of the Selden 
Society, is ‘‘ Vindication of the Legal Rights of the Poor in Civil and 
Criminal Courts.” 

Referring to the death of Lord Shand, the Lord Chancellor, on Monday, 
in the House of Lords said: I cannot forbear from saying on the present 
occasion a word or two on the subject of the loss which your lordsbip’s 
House has sustained in the death of my noble and learned friend, Lord 
Shand. He was sitting with us in the performance of his judicial duties a 
very short time ago, and I think it is only due to his memory to say that, 
after a long and a distinguished career as a judge in Scotland, he. while 
being under no sort of obligation to attend our sittings and without any 
remuneration or reward of any kind, was for more than eleven years ai 
and assisting, both in this House and on the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, in the discharge of judicial business. We have derived 
great sdvantage from his assistance, which was always most cheerfully 
rendered in either of these tribunals ; and without his assistance sometimes 
it would not have been easy, with both courts going at the same time, to 
avoid serious delays to the judicial business of the House. It would be 
very ungrateftl if we did not recognize the most generous and disinterested 
services which for so long a time Lord Shand rendered with such great 
advantage to the public. 
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The London County Council and 
Land Transfer. 


Ix response to a circular letter sent out by the Land Law Reform 
Association the following candidates intimated their willingness to vote 
for an inquiry into the working of the new system of compulsory registra- 
tion of title that has been on trial as an experiment in the County of 
London since the Ist of January, 1899 : 


Batrersea.—W. Davies. 

Bernnat Green (S.W.).—J. H. Keeling, A. Maconachie. 

Bernnat Green (N.E.).—R. S. l eans, Dr. B. H. McCrea, E. Smith. 

Brixtox.—F. Dolman, 8S. Cresswell, W. Hayden. 

Camperwe tt (N.).—R. Bray. 

Cueisea.—J. Jeffery. 

Cry or Lospox.—Sir T. Brooke Hitching. 

Crarnam —T. P. Gaskell, J. G. Kipling, KE. C. Pannett. 

Deciwicu.—T. Gautrey, G. A. Hardy. 

Frinam.—P. Lawson. 

Hackney (N.).—W. H. Key. 

Hackney (S.).—A. Smith. 

Haceexrstox.—Lord Monkswell. 

Hawuersrsuitu.—J. Brandon, E. Collins. 

Hampsteav.—W. E. Mullins, Dr. C. 
Taylor. 

Ho.tsorx.—W. H. Ansell, A. Goodes. 

Istrxcton (E.).—A. A. Thomas. 

Istixcton (W.).—A. J. Adams, H. J. Clarke. 

Istrncron (S.).—G. 8. Elliott. 

Istrscrox (N.).—C. Parkinson. 

Kexsinctrox.—J. W. Benn. 

Kexsrxoton (S.).—H. Norton, R. A. Robiuson. 

Lewisnau.—J. V. Fitzgerald, K.C. 

Liuenovse.—A. L. Leon, W. B. Bawn, E. Gray, M.P. 

Manrytenone (W.).—W.H. Sands, J. Lewis. 

Mary epone (E.). —Dr. J. Fletcher Littie, W. C. Bridgeman. 

Norwoop. - A. Chapman, E. E. Micholls. 

Papprxetos (S.).—J. Kennedy, D. Vaughan Owen. 

Pecxuam.—C. G. Clarke, F. Fleming, J. Somerville. 

Portar.—W. Crooks, M.P. ; 

Rorsexnirar.—A. Pomeroy, Rev. Father Brown. 

Soctnwark.—E. Bayley. 

Sr. Georce’s, Haxover-savane.—H. J. Greenwood. 

Sr. Pancreas (W.).—ir William Collins. 

Sr. Paxcnas (S.).—(. Bernard Shaw, Sir William Geary. 

Sr. Pancras (E. —E. Barnes, Alderman T. H. Idris. 

Srepsey.—W. C. Steadman. 

Brersey (Warrecnaret).—W.C.S Joluson. 

Srepsey (Mire Exo).—B. 8. Strauss, G. Warren. 

Sremsey (St. Groucr's).—H. H. Wells. 

Srmaxp.— Rev. A. W. Uxford. 

Watwoxuts.— Rev. A. W. Jephson. 

Waxoswortn.—William Hunt, W. J. Lancaster, LR. 
E. P. Williams. 

Weer Newrxetox.—Major H. C. Gibbings. 

Weererxstex.—C. Duncan, C. L. Heywood. 

Woorwicn —F. Chambers, Rev. L. J. Jones. 


Obituary. 
Mr. F. W. E Everitt, K.C. 


Mr. Everitt, K.~., died on Wedne-day last, at the age of seventy- 
three years. He was the wn of Mr. W. Btiffe, formerly of Swansea, aud 
assumned the surname of Everitt, in place of Stiffe, early in life. He was 
called to the bar in 1435, having ob'amed the studentship in 1454, and he 
bad a large practice as 2 junior. In 1482 he was made a Queen's Counsel 
and in 1654 was elected a bencher of lincoln’s-inn. He was an extremely 


industrious man and 4 gool prac:icel lawyer. 


Lord Shand. 
weventy-live Jeara. 


Lard Shand died on Sunday at the age of : He was 
the son of Mr. Alexander Shand, of Aberdeen, and was educated at the 
Glasgow, Edinburgh, and Heidelberg Universities, He was an Hon. 
LL.I’. of Glasgow, and 2 D.C.L. of Oxford. He was admitted ax an 
Advocate in Beotland in 1453. He was appointed Advocate-Leputy in 
1961, and Sheriff of Kincardineshire in 1462, and of Haddington and Ber- 
Wick in 14%. He wae a2 Judge of the Court of Session from 1472 to 
15), He wee appointel « Privy Councillor in 1490. We was created 
Lord Shand of Woodhouse, Dumfriesshire, in 1*92, and constantly sat a 
@ lew lord, and in the Judicial Comunittee of the Privy Council. He leaves 
no heir. 


H. Smith, N. Hanhart, J. T. 


[ weedie-Smith, 











There is, ways the Daily Mail, 2 movement in Dublin to vecure the 
provision A 2 special court excjusively for the trial of youthful offenders, 
The potion has received the approval of the city corporation, and it is 
props that 2 building for the purpose shall be found in a part of the 
city wine Gitance trom the ordinary polive-court, 





Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Apert Lesser and Henry Grorce Dancer, solicitors (Lesser & 
Danger), 61 and 62, Gracechurch-street, London. Jan. 1. 


Wuiu1am Henry Surra and Jonn Davin Dovetas, solicitors (Andrew 
Smith & Douglas), Northampton. Feb. 29. [ Gazette, March 4, 


Cuan.es Percy Cuariteswortn, Richarp Witson, and Georce Kenner 
CrariFswortn, solicitors (Charlesworth & Wilson), Skipton, and at Settle 
under the style or firm of Charlesworth & Co. Feb. 27. 

GrorGe Farernarson Krxc, Jonxn Ropryson Apams, and Freperick 
West, solicitors (West, King, Adams, & Co.), 66, Cannon-street, London, 
Feb. 29. | Gazette, March 8, 


General. 


It is stated that nearly one-sixth of the members of the new London 
County Council are members of the legal profession. 

Mr. Mead, one of the metropolitan police magistrates, who was taken ill 
last week at Thames police-court, is stated to be in a very grave condition, 
suffering from pneumonia. 

The complimentary banquet of memberg of Gray’s-inn to Sir John 
Anderson, the Governor of the Straits Settlements, took place on Wednes- 
day last. Mr. H. E. Duke, K.C., M.P., presided. 


The Prince of Wales, the Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, has intimated his 
intention of presiding at a smoking concert of the Inns of Court Rifle 
Volunteers, which will take place in Lincoln’s-inn Hall on Tuesday, the 
17th of May. 

Miss Christabel Pankhurst, the young Manchester lady who recently 
made an unsuccessful application for admission to one of the Inns of 
Court, has, says the St. Jumes’s Gazette, applied for membership of the 
Manchester Law Students’ Society. 


Mr. H. Erle Richards was entertained at dinner at the Café Royal on 
Saturday by his friends atthe bar in celebration of his recent appointment 
| to be Ordinary Member of the Council of the Governor-General of India. 
| The Attorney-General presided, and among those present were Mr. Justice 
Darling, Mr. Justice Jelf, and the Solicitor-General. 


The fellowing conversation in court is reported by the Central Lav 
Journal: ** You want me to tell the whole truth!’’ asked the witness. 
** Certainly,’’ replied the judge. ‘‘ The whole truth about the plaintiff:” 
| “© Of course.” *‘ How long does this court expect to sit?’’ ‘* What 
| difference does that makes’ ‘‘1t makes a lot of difference. I couldn't 
tell the whole truth about that scoundrel inside of thirty days.”’ 





} 
| ** Counsel always seem to think,’’ said Mr. Justice Channell the other 
| day, ‘‘ that a judge cannot understand anything unless it is repeated at 
| least ten times. I assure you that I generally understand at, say, the 
second or third repetition.”” One of Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s best suyings 
was, says the Globe, directed against this forensic habit of repetition. ‘‘ In 
| the exercise of my discretion, my lord, I will read the letter again,” 
| observed a too persistent junicr. ‘‘In the exercise of your what, Mr. 
”* eried the old judge. ‘‘I wish that faculty of which you speak 
| would induce you to compress your argument.’’ There still sits upon the 
| bench the judge who, when annoyed by an advocate of the sume type, 
said, ** That, Mr. ———, is the fourth time you have mentioned that fact. 
Is it that you distrust the intelligence of the court, or that your memory 
is defective :”’ 

Sir Robert inlay has, says the Globe, placed upon the table of the 
| House of Commons a draft of the rules he proposes to make under the 
| Poor Vrisoners’ Defence Act, and there they will remain for forty days. 
| Magistrates who looked to them for enlightenment as to the circumstances 

in which they ought to grant a certificate of l-gal aid are likely to be dis- 

appointed. They merely provide that every clerk of assize and clerk of 
| the peace rhall keep a list of soliciiors willing to undertake the defence of 
| poor prisoners, and a list of barristers ready to appear in such cases; that 

a certificate of legal aid shall, as soon as it nas been granted, be sent to th 

clerk of assize or clerk of the peace, with the name of the solicitor who has 

been assigned to the prisoner; and that any member of the bar whose 
name appears upon the list may be instructed, on behalf of the prisoner, 
by the solicitor so assigned. 


' 





| 


| Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature, 
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The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


March! 14.—-Messrs. WEaTHeEs: - «& RA ney the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rent 
of £100 per annum 08. 63, 65, 67, and 69, Endell-street, St. Gues-in- 
the-Fields, a few yards from Becat-cheon and Shaftesbury-aveaue, with reversion at 
Midsummer. 1917, to the rack-rents, which amount at present to about £480 per annum 
solicitors, Messrs. Perk me SS Weston, “~y “y -—Important Freehold Building Bite, 
occupying a very commanding — in Shaftesbury-avenue a yards fro 

Piconailly-cirous and almost opposite the Trocadero), with a frontage thereto of ahem 

‘a feet, and further frontages on three sides to good and yan pie poe thoroughfares 


—viz , Wardo ur-street, oe and Upper-Rupert-street, and containing a total 
superficial area of about 23,406 feet. Solicitors, Messrs. Beachcroft, Thompson, & Co., 
London. (See fr has basen Feb. 13, p. 202.) 

March 15.—Messrs. Davin Buryett & Co., at the 2:— Life Interest and 
Policies of Assurance: The Life Interest of a married ar hie ons 30, amounting to 


£895 per annum ; securities, Railway Preference Stock, New  Shinnd Inscribed Stock, 

Fieehold Ground-rents, Mortgages on Freehold Property, in London and elsewhere; 

“ Policies of Aesurance for £10,000 upon the same life. Solicitors, Messrs. Herbert 
mith, Goss, King, & Gregory, London. (See advertisements, re p. iii ). 

March 15 and 16,—aessrs. Epwix Fox & Bovusriexp, at the Mart, at 2, in conjunction 
with Messrs. Montagu and Robinson: Freehold and Leasehold Investments, in capitally 
situate, established districts, producing a revenue of £10,618 per annum, chiefly from 
shops ond other first-class premises, jet on leases for terms mostly within 21 years. 
Solicitor, A &. Sidney, Esq., London. (See advertisements, March 5, p. iv.). 

March 16.—Mr, Epuuxnp Watrer Rusuwortn, of the firm of Rusuworta & Srzv ENs, at 
the Mart, at 2:—Well-secured Freehold ‘Ground-rents, amount 
annum, — out of a Le of pa, ame Nos. 50, 50a, and 51, Pall-Mall, and 
Nos 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, all-matl-place, W. Solicitors, Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & 
Parker, and Messrs, C .s & F. H. Stevens, London. (See advertisement, March 5, 
Pp. iv.). 

March 16.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & eg (in conjunction with Messrs. Eastman 
Bros.), sethe Blast, at 2: —Syc ble woy Iavestmeats in conveniently- 
planned Smi-detached Residences, per annum. Solicitor, Sam 
Patey, Esq., London.— City of London : Valua e eed ge a of of See ou 
annum, Solicitors . Desborough, Son, & Pritchard, I 
Hill : 12a, 2e. 32p. of Freehold Building Land land tax redeemed ; adjoining F Firs Farm 
Furs-lane, near to the Green-lanes, and pd one roy Winchmore Hill and’ 
Paimers Green Stations on the Great Northern yy and Silver-street on the 
Sr a Sa nd eh Fiat ta Seated a Me teks fae 

ree very es an op Premises, wi uci rom 
old tenants £120 10s. annum. Solicitor, H. E. Foster, Esq., leek (See 
advertisements, this week, back page.) 

March 17.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CranriExp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


REVERSIONS : 
To Two-twenty-sevenths of a Trust F und value £31,900; lady aged 65. Solicitor, 
C. E. Soames, tsq., London. 

To Trust Fund, pe he ator by Freeholds and Mortgages, value £7,614, with covering 
licies ; lady ag aged 50, provided the reversioner attain the age of 2/. Solicitors, 
essrs. Brown & Aylen, London. 

To One-third of £3,000, as to one-third of £1,000 on the marriage of a spinster aged 

o = one-third ‘on death of the said lady, provided the said reversioncr, 
, survive her. 

To a sum A £1,400, charged upon a Trust Fund value £7,300; gentleman aged 68 

and a lady aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce-Jones rs Co., London. 

To et == £15,000; lady aged 65. Solicitors, Messrs, Hammond & 

hards, Lo’ 
POLICLES for £3,000, £600.  olicitors, Messrs. Robinson & Bradley, London. 
4,000 Five- and-a-half’ per Ceut, Cumulative Preference Shares ia the West End Clothiers 
Vo. (Limited). 
See advertisemen's, this week, back page.) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, March 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirey In CHancenry. 


Wwevnas Usiiro Gas Lianr Axo Coxe Co, Linrtep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of Uner debts or claims, 
to Richard Henry Cleare, Burnham, Bucks 

Livearvor axp Garston Srert ano Inon Co, Lisrrgp (tx Laewmamen)—Cneeiaas are 
required, on or before March 31, t» send their names and _ — 
of their debts or claims, to Thomas Case Morris, 22, The Albany, Sid Es Balls st, Li 
Batesons & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Maninono Horkus Co, Liuurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Cecil 
Moore, 3, Crosby sq. Russell & Arnhols, @t Winchester st, solors for the liquidator 

Mites Daninn & Co, Limrrap (in Votuntary Liat IDATION) — tors are required, on 


or before April 9, to send - ge namos and addresses, and the particulars of their dobts 
or jie, to Edgar Kdwands, 7, ‘Theobald mi, Canditt. Pethybridge, Cardiff, solor for 
iquidator 


OtpLanp Cotuiray Co, Linrrep ~Petn for winding up, presented Feb 27, directed to be 
heard March 15, Stanley & Co, Gt Goorge st, Westmunster, solors for petner, Novice 
wee appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

aren 14 

Panwar Misxns, Linrrep —Petn for winding up, presented Feb 29, Caneted to be heart 
March 15, Rollit & Co, Mincing In, solors for petner. Notice appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clook in the afternoan of Mares ta PY 

Bart Transit Co, Liarrep (in VoLowrany Liguipa tion) Creditors are required, on ¢ 

wore March 31, to sead their names and seers, and the partioulars of their debts or 
—. to Qvorge Hleury Homan, 86, Leadenhall at 


London Gazette, —Turnapay, March 8, 
JOINT BSTOCK COMPANIES 
Linirep tn Caanonny, 


Atpunm Gan axp Conn Co, Larrea (ix Vorewrary Liguiparton) Creditens are 
Pequtved, oa or before Muroh 26, to send their names and wcldverwon, wilh partioulars of 
their debts or claims, to Willian Hrte Smith, Audlem, Chi 


Cipeeenee and Co, ln on on or pape soe &, to send 


50 Vues & Co, pe ee side on or petene 9, to send their 

bames addresses, particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Heary Scott, 

Victoria chmbrs, Bowlslley In Hull. Bates & Mountain, Grimsby, solors for liquidator 

Fanti Corporation, a are req! on or before sont 3 eet OE 
Sent Sas, ae the partic ulars of their or aims, to G G Walker, 19, St 
8 ’s 


Grorcs gy & Co, Lauren (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 21, to send particulars of their debts or claims to George H Cricks, 13, Berners st 
RJ Porrevs & Co, Luanrep (x Rowena Saepapames on or tints April 
30, to send their names and addresses, and Se ee = or claims, to 
James John no my Raf a whiny Neweastle upon Tyne. Criddle & Criddle, New- 
castle upon Tyne, solors 


Westy Co.iecs, pone, allied required, on or before aqalt 0. send their 
enaseb Gnd abieiaen and the peutiodhans of eae dibs bts or claims, Wiiliaee Parkin, 
The Mount, Branson & Son, Sheffieid, solors for liquidator 


Worcester Laxp ano Ixvestugxt Co, Luourep—Creditors are required, on or before 
16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Harry Day and Francis James Hemming, 6, Sansome pl, Worcester 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—F nivay, March 4. 


Barker, Wittian Hexny, 8, Finch In, Stock and Share Dates April 20 Jones vy Barker, 
Swipfen Kady, J (reenip, George st, Mansion H. 
Hopesoyx, Epwarp vow tne, Eatoa Vale, Dw Downs, ns, Queensland March 2 Hodg-on 
v Hodgeoa, Byrne, J Broughton, Gt Mari) st, Westminster 


London Gasetie.—Tvrspay, March 8. 


Host, Sir Freperick Seacer, Bart, Ramsgate April 13 Silicate Paint Co, J B Orr & Co 
’(Limited) v Hunt, Byrne, J Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Menavisn, Eviza South Molton, Devon March 30 Fuller vy Day, Farwell and Eady, JJ 
Taslor, Norfolk st, Strand 

Swat, Jonx, Holmes Chapel, Chester, Painter syne Speakman v Swain, Registrar, 
Manchester Scholes, pas st, Mancheste s 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or CLam. 
Lonton Gazet2.—Tresoay, Feb. 2. 


Apams, Saran, Denb April4 Davies, Denbigh 

ALvey, Susanna, ay Lodging ‘house keeper March 25 Deane & 5m, 
rou 

doen Finsbury Park March 12 Carter & Bell. Idol In, Eastcheap 

Asucrort, Maraaser, Allerton, ar Liverpool March23 Rudd, Liverpool 

Bagyes, Jony Suirtey, Stanhope, Durham, Quarry Contractor March 31 Farmer, 


Stockton on Tees 4 
Biurercy, Savas, Leicester March 22 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Broce, Licy Syst, Walton on Thames March 31 ps bey) Lincoln’~ ima fields 
Bryant, Evizasers, Seacombe, Chester March 31 Sampson & Co, Liverpool 


CamMett, Groner Hexry, Hathersage, Derby sun Watson & Co, Shetliehl 

CARVER, Hesny, Bury 8t St Edmunds, unds, Upholsterer March 25 Woolmough & Ce, Bury St 
unds 

Caswait, Emma, Readii March 20 H X C Collins, Readiog 

Cxasw, Epwiy Grones, C Bristol Mareh 31 Benson & Co, Bristol 


Dats, Joun Gooprsr, in, Wilmslow, Chester - ig —- & Co, Manchester 
Dawson, Saran, Staffs March 31 Corbett, Darlast 

Dovetas, Thomas, Forest Shipping March 30 coming, Finsbury prm 
Dusxugy, Tnomas, an ta orthampton, Farmer March 17 Darnell & Price, North- 


am, Hissin, Richmond, Surrey, Balance Manufacturer March 31 Farlow & Jackwoa, 
ui 
ae ~ Cs Busby in Cleveland, Yorks March 18 Jackon & Jackwa, Miidles- 


Exs.sy, Cuaisrornes, Laverton, ar Ripon, Farmer March 1 Edmundson & Gowland, Ripon 

Farpru., Many Any, Maidenhead March? Weed, Maklenhead 

Ganvrves, Many, Rochdale March 31 Chadwick, Rochdale 

Guova.e, Freosaick Avsest, Littlebourne, Kent’ March 31 Wightwick & Kingston, 
Canterbury 

Haxey, Janes, Brighouse March 2 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Hai, Marrna, Dorkiog March 25 Camp « Ellis, Watfor! 


Hannis, Davin Danvy, Aston, Birmingham March 3 Lee & Qo, Hirmingham 
Haart, Jaurs, ton March 81 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 


Kiaxwoop, Haxyan, Plymouth March 19. Blake & Qo, Pecturmeuth 

Lasxen., Jane Axx, Bassingboure, Cambridge March 23 King, Royston, Herts 

Mixsnvne, Witiam Bowanp, Small Heath, Birmingham, Gokdsuith April 1 Mitchell 
Birmingham 


Nicnorsoy, Janes Cannes, Shettiedld March 25 Alderson & Co, Sheition 
Pruaey, Sance. Jaues, Q@reenwih March 19 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 


Peevey, Eu:canwra, Cottingham, Yorks April] Jackson & Sea, Hw! 
Parros, "Tuomas Janne, Camano st, Solicitur SA & Brown, Cameomale o 
Purixy, Jony, South Norwood, Packing Case Manufacturer Marca 8 Huntley \ Soa, 


| sagyin 

i 

| Sanprorp, t Rev Caries Warpsernave, DD, Oxford March & Sarthe & 
By 


x | titles Lincs, Farmer Mareh 299 Thurman & Op, Mivetcn 
Srarren, Saucer, Anwick, Lines, Parmer April 6 Tuymbee & Oo, Lincoln 
Tavion, Q@aace, Kew Gardens March 26 Whitielt & Harrison, Surrey st, Strand 
Tuomas, Many Ays, Holloway AprilS Jennings, Keatieh Town ni 


Trovwwros, Joux, Broad Worester April] New & OW Brechar 
n orem, Aumata D AVES, ‘Newcastle upen Tyne March © Gee & Down, Nowewdhe oe 
yne 


Wensrsn, Seuave Ax, Pudsey, Yorks, Shoe Mamafachurr Apel? Lapten & Barcel, 
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——— 
° Coorgr, James Henry, Glasbury rd, West Kensi nm, | Hammonps, Cuarues, Trealaw, Glam, Colliery Repairer 1 
B a nkru tc Noti ces Licensed Victualler’ March 14 at 4 Bankruptey Bldgs’ Pontypridd Pet March 2" Ord March's Hen 
Pp 4 ° Carey st - . ARTT, Ciantes Farr, Sheringoam, Norfolk, Licensed ] 
. Corsetr, Guy BrEororr, Balham, Builders’ Material Victualler Norwich Pet March 1 Ord March 1 t How: 
London Gazette.—¥ 8IDAY, March 4, echant March 15 at1 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st | Hastivas, Groce, Skegby, Notts, Fruit Merchant Notting- ( 
RECEIVING ORDERs. Cox, Wittian H ENRY, I!ford, Fishmonger March 14 at 12 2am =Pet March 1 Ord March 1 Jews 
. c 11, Bedford row Harton, Jouw Goopmay, Richmond, Surrey, Coach c 
Apams, Cuaries Eaton, Hanley, Boot Dealer Hanley Curr. Davin, Stretford, Lanes, Merchant March 14 at 2 30 Builder Wands worth Pet Marchi Ord March 1 Jone 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 39 : | Off Rec, Byrom st Manchester Hoznanroox, Wittiam, Keyham, Devonport, Joiner Ply- 1 
ARustroxa, James Crave, Ebury st, Eaton 8q High Dicken, Frepeatck, Bournemouth, Greengrocer March 15 mouth Pet Feb 10° Ord March 1 : : Lew! 
Gourt Pet Merch 2 Ord March 2 = at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury Jackury, Josepi TOWNSEND, Belchford, Lines, Farmer E 
Baxter, Arrive Epwarp, Derby, Baker Derby Pet Feb Downxs, Jzssr, Pontymister, Mon, Licensed Victualler Lincoln Pet Febé Ord Feb 25 : a 
Racoemaman vai p Joux, Wisbech St Pete: Cambridec at latll Of Ree, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, ey et oF a Swansea, Shipbroker Swansea LovE 
. oi » JOHN, ; ze, on e re. a 
Bos fy eine’s. > a — h ten ani Epyey, Anruve, Bags, House Furnisher Mar 14 at 12 ee EE a aE Bedford, Coal Dealer Belford Mace 
Ss ’ a Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bid 8, Brighton et Fe e - A 
, , March 1 Eturrinetoy, WiLtram, Olstemos. ne Cannock, Statfs, Lez, Esxesr Abotpnus, Frimdon Colliery, Durham, Mose: 
CHAMBERLaty, Tuomas Owery Jouy, Kingston on Hall, Butcher ‘Mar 14 atll Off Res, Wolverhampton Builder Durham Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 27 y P 
or Kingston on Hull Pet March 2 Ord March Fisusury, James. Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Skilled Lockig, Jouy, Lesbury, Northumberland, Shipowner New- Nooy, 
Cisne, Aerava, Haverhill, Suffolk, Upholsterer Cam- Labourer Mar 15 at 11 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, castle upon Tyne “Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 29 ‘ B 
, _ bridge Pet March 2 Ori March 2 ‘ Middlesbrough Lovecrove, ALragp Heyry, Slough, Carpenter Reading Owsn 
CLARK, Hexry, Leeds, Fancy Dealer Loads Pet Feb 29 | Ga RVORTH, JAMES ALFRED, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Solicitor, Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 - C. 
, Ord Feb i i mae | Mar ldat3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester MeEtuior, James Wictram, Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet POOLE 
Coover, James Hevry, Glasbury rd, West Kensington | Gopsproven, Witram, sen, and Winiram Gopssrovcn Jan29 Ord Feb 27 m 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord March 1 , : |} jun, Darlington, Tailors Mar 16 at 3 Off Rec, 8, | Oxtey, Paup Gzorce, Walton on the Naze, Builder M 
RBETT, Gry Brrcrort, Ba ham, Builders’ Material Mer- Albert rd, Middlesbrough Colchester Pet March 1 Ord March 1 F Prun 
chant Court Pet Feb1 Ord March t ALEs ILLIAM . arif 19, Excha ARKES, CHARLES Haney, Covent » Licensed Victualler Mi 
. 2 3 . Hates, W » Wigan, Draper Mar 1 19, Exe nge ’ ry : 
Fietp, ALFRED Joun, Cheltenham, Surgeon Chiropodist st, Bolton. Coventry Pet March 1 Ord March 1 Randa 
- Chel Pet March 2 Ord March 2 | Hearey, Joux, The Wyches, nr Malpas, Chester, Pig Parrinatoy, James, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet March ] Ua 
RANCIs, Jony Witttam, Bardfield Saling, Essex, Miller | Dealer March 95 at 10.30 Royal Hotel’ Crewe Ord March 1 Ricnai 
Chelmsford Pes March 1 rd March 1 , Hearn, Samvzt, Helmdon, Northampton, Draper March Perrott, Tuomas Moytcourry Rarse Isszz) . Copthall ’ 
Gamere, Winuras W OoDroRD, Fieckney, Leicester, Butcher 12at12 1, &t Aldates, Oxford bldgs, Copthail av, Company Promoter High Court Ropiys 
o caster Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 ; - et | Lamune, WitLiam, Gt Grimsby March 12 at 11 Off Rec, Pet Jan 8 Ord Feb 29 . Ho 
TILL, Eowix Ronerr, St George, Bristol Bristol Pet 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby Paircuanp, Epwiyn James, Wolverhampton, Timber Mer- Rowe, 
March2 Ord March 2 d y Massey, Samver ASHTON, Aigner Broughton, Lancs, Carver chant Wolverhampton Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 20 Pet 
Ganaves. CHARLES, Sutton High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord March 14 at 330 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester Sra nse But, Eastbourne Eastbourne } et Feb 29 Surra, 
‘ a MELLor, Dayie., and JAMES MELLor Oldham, ch Pro- 1 arch < ? ‘ 
Hates, Wiiiiay, Wigan, Draper W ‘gan Pet Feb 29 Prietors March latll OF Ree, Greaves bay tee Ricwarpsoy, Freprrick Wittam, Kidderminster, Wor. Sprain 
- rd Feb 29 os 5 ' : : ‘ Mitxer, Wituram Townszow, Prittlewell, Essex, Cos] cester, Baker Kidderminster Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb v9 _ Lee 
AMILTON, Henry Garpiyer, Brighton Brighton Pet Dealer April 6 at 12 Shireha + Chelmsford Rows, Jounx ALBERT, Egremont, Cheshire, Dairyman SPOONE 
Feb 29 Ord March 1 ‘ irer | MoTHEARs, Cuartes Hernert, Cambridge, Baker March 12 Birkenhead Pet Feb16 Ord March 2 8 wa 
Hamwoxps, Cuancys, Trealaw, Glam, Colliery Repairer at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge Suorrocks, Roszerr, Bolton, Baker Bolton Pet Feb 99 Srizes, 
Pontypridd Pet March 2 _Ord March 2 , | Newmay, Heyry, Trealaw, Glam Grocer March 14 at 3 Ord Feb 29 ; ar 
agrr, CuaRtes Farr, Sheringham, Norfolk, Licensed | 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil Im, WiLtiam, Wood Green High Court Pet Jan 29 Ord Storr, 
“ Viet Norwich Pet March 1 Ord March 1 | Partixeron, James, Bolton, Grocer March 15 at 3 19 _ Feb 29 . . _ 
a potonce, Skegby, Notts, Fruit Merchant Exchange st, Bolton Stovompz, Aurrep, Iifracombe, Grocer Barnstaple Pet Tisport 
H ae am Pet March 1 Ord March 1 : das | Porrer, Bagnarp Josern, Darlington, Dental Art Worker eb 29 Ord March 1 : : _ Pet 
a .- Seees. Richmond. Coachbuilder W ands- March 15 at 11 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough Srarres, Hrenerr, jun, Liverpool, Fish Merchant Gt — ~ 
He wor Ww ‘et Mare }1 Ord March 1 , . Ricwarps, Hewry, Blaencwm, Treherbert, Glam, Collier _ Grimsby Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 ' me 
UNTER, Wituay Hytanp, Whetstone, Middlesex, Sign- } March 15 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil Stove, Ayniz, Lewisham Barrow in Furness Pet Dee 12 Vi mane 
Writer Barnet Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 F »o¢ | SHORROCKs, Roperrt, Bolton, Baker March ‘14 at 11 19, rd March 2 : a _ bet 
Jackuis, Josep, Belchford, Lines, Farmer Lincoln Pet Exchange st, Bolton Turyrr, Danizt, Wednesbury, Timber Merchant Walaail WELsH, 
; Bebé Ord Feb 25 . . : Stocomnr, AL: RED, Ilfracombe, Grocer March 14 at 12.39 Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 27 . a. — 
‘ — Witura Henry, Swansea, Shipbroker Swansea Messrs Sauders & Son, Gizh st, Barnstaple ILKINSON, Joun Davin, Dales, Lincs, Farmer B ston sear 
k et March 1 Ord March 1 | Svescrr, GzorGr, Binfield, Laundryman March 19 at 1 Pet March 2° Ord March 2 ; Wesmus 
IMneR, ALrgep Hrnverr, Bedford, Coal Dealer Bedford Townhall, Windsor Witsox, Wiiuias, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 29 Ord Fore 
K Pet vay Ord Feb 29 : -~ : | STEVENson, _ CHARLES Axtuony, Wroxham, Norfolk, Feb 29 ue 2 — 
"ae P ; Ons oF s. pI Timber Merchant Chelins- Blacksmith March 15 at 12.30 OF Rec, 8, King st, | Woon, Atraxp, Wolverhampton, Fruiterer W olverhamp- ~.. 
Lov onan yo RED A set Chalfont 8t Peter's Slough 30 Norwich : i ‘on Pet March 3 peerage a T 
; Reading Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 93° ee “ae "Maven 290¢e roms, Lancs, Caton Manu Amended notice substituted for that published in the ZAveu, | 
. ” . : > > ‘ ° Fe chdale fazette of Feb 23 - ¥ > 
Laer, ‘.- Feb a0 aise ohn's Wood, Solicitor H yh | Thomas, Tom, Wansvwell, nr Berkeley,’ Glos, Retired : ena edad Mon 
Sarees, Soe ede TB | Publican ’ March 12 at 12 OF Rec, stat'on rd, | Harsinur, g ANNETTE, Liverpool, Dressmake Liver- ; 
a *, ord, Engineer's Factor Bedtcrd Gloucester pool Pet Jan1 Ord Feb vo ay 
° Pet Feb 17 Ord March 1 ‘ ? | Witsoy, Witiiam, Leeds, Grocer March 14 at 11.39 og ao “eh sae 
NLBY Zulur Guosce, ‘a Mey Naze, Builder Ree, 22, Park row,'Leeds London Gazette. —Tuxsya y, March 8, a ‘ 
: . : a re March ve | Woorttans, Antavn Joay, Moreton ia Marsh, (il-s, RECEIVING ORDERS. smg 
Tarkzs, mainte a, Crentey + doumeed Vict ualler Draper March 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ALLEN, Ja ues, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Builder 1, m- Ay ~tead 
Pastiseton James, Bolton G _ ton Pet Mawh 1 Amended notice substituted for that published in the broke Pet Oct 20 Ord Feb 26 "Fini 
Ord March ibe wt Stocer Bo ° Cote, jee ons Het 2 aaa § . Barter, WILtiam Kraney, Blagdon, vr iohane a ming] 
TPs. . > a OBR, AL N. aNBY, a) RUSSELL FEORGE Prryragp, ia, D » Xe Jorchester Pet Mare 2 "ON 
Qe “Oca rene Eu, Eastbourne Eastbourne Pet Feb 29 Yeovil, Glove Manufacturers March 14 at 1239 ‘Lhe on ly ee gersten — "i 
Rn manseon, Freprnic Wiriray Kidderminster Baker Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil Bartos, Faayk, Southampton, tabbit Salesman South- South 
Wddermi Pet Feb 29 Ord Web so sr ADJUDICATIONS Pale on eaten 8 Ord March ‘3 Baramas, 
Rowe, Jonx Avbert, Egremont Che shire Dairyman Bir- J avi Batenay, Jouy Epwarp, Rugby, Cattic Dealer ( oventry at 10, 
. ; Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb oso” ’ Abans, CHARLES Eaton, Hanley, Biot Dealer Hanley Pet Mareh 4 Ord March 4 Brrr, Cor 
BnoRkocKs Roveat Bolton, Baker Bolton Pet Feb oo | Pet Feb 99 Ord Feb 29 Berk, Courtsry Exeter, Fine Art Dealer Exeter Vet 16.: 
Ord Feb 49 ’ ’ ‘atta | RMES, James LANGMAn, Devon County Prison, Exeter, Feb10 Ord March 4 Bioomrie: 
Biocompe ALraen Dfracombe Grocer Barnstaple Pet Commercial Traveller Plymouth Pet Jan 25 Ord | Buacow, ALvkir, Clitheroe, Lanes, Printer Glackburn and Coach 
Feb 99 Ord Feb 29 a — arch 1 Darwen Pet Marech4 Ord March 4 Lynn 
Starces, Hegnenr jun, Liverpool Fish Merchant Great | Baxter, Autuur Epy AnD, Derby, Baker J), thy Pet Feb | Brow ‘, Hexgy Ricuanp, Handsworth, Milliner Birming- 
Gransby Pet Feb 39 rd Fok oh Me 23 Ord Feb 29 bam Pec March 3 Ord March 
Wi xtxsox Jous Davir Blankney Dales, Lines, Farm; | Bloom (ELD, Al.raen Joux, Wisbech 8t Peter, Cambridge, | Bug; OkD, Joseru, Stourbridge, Builder Stow dridge Pet R. } 
:_ Pet March 2° Ond Mare) ” (ile iis Coach Builéer King’s Lynn Pet March 1 Ord Maich 2 Ord March 2 : hes 
Witsox, Winttam, Leeds Grocer Leeds Pot Feb 29 Ord March 1 Camrgon, Axyin, Great Malvemn, Worcester, Riding INTERM] 
Feb29 °°’ , P P . w 7 Cusntes Epw Aes Leadenhall st High Court a Fchoot Mistress neice “v Feb 24 Ord a ha —Particul; 
Foon ‘Olver ‘ruiter: iene. et Nov 20 Ord Fe 26 LAY, ZACHARIAH, Blac eath, Rowley legis, Scaf *, Rivet ‘ : 
Ww ‘eng me 2 on, 7 ter Wolver Brows, Heyry, Leeds, Commercig] Traveller Leeds Pet Maker Dudley Pet March 3 Ord March % neery 1 
ded noti Substituted for thm. mblished in Feb 25 Ord Feb 95 Cottis, Ru HARD, Leeds, Groc-r Leeds Pot Feb 18 Onl ee 
t on Gazette of Feb Coe Ars Tuomas Owen Jony, Kingston upon Hull, March 3 8 Btok AW 
, : " ord, Co imer Bedford Pe ai or ngston upon Hull ’ Pet Maren 20 Ord | Cove, Luomas Icke, Longton, Staffs, Solicitor toke upon an 
* ‘Feb 2 Onn Bedtord, Confectiner Bedford et March 2 Trent Det Feb'12 Ord March 1 





Cam- 





Taxation ; 
me , . CLakke, Anraur, Haverhill, Suffolk. vy holsterer Cross, Tuomas King st, st James's « Fominission Agent i 

% - RRP. L a, i * ¥ lane ct . » Up D ’ ; ° ly 

nm, 2m = Ry g Sunderland = Sunderland Pet bridge Pet March 2 Ord March » a 





































highest tes! 
. ™ pm A 2 High Courg Pet March 3 Ora March 3 ; Hatton & § 
LARKE, Hexey, Leeds G) ealer Leeds Pet Feb 29 | CG SHING, Mania, Wymondham, Norfolk, Harness 3 aker ees 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED, Ord Feb 29 — Norwich Pet March 3 Ora March 2 
Reis, W FY, Swithin’s In High Court Roe Ord | Crewxey, Wituam, tatford, Licensed Victualler Statford | Davies, Heyny Aubert, Bryamaw t, Brecon, Cycle Dealer ANA 
eb17 Rese March 2 I Pet Feb5 Ord —= 29 Some Tredegar Pet March 5 Ord — Dea! Fe 2 
TRey ZETINGS CoLiiNses, Geonax Aura %> Bradford, Grocer Besdford Dawsos, Cuanues Auruun, Norwich, Fancy Toy Dealer ommon Les 
FIRST MEETINGS, ; Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 99 Norwich Pet March5 ‘Ord March 5 by letter, » 
Avaxs, Hesuerr Lewis, Sunderland March 14at3 Of CowLey, Any RED, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Tailor Birken- | Dery, » ANNIE, Wolverhampton, Milliner Wolver hampton and referen 
Rec, 25, John st, Sumierlan head Pet Keb 27 Ord March 2 Pet March 4 Oid March 4 et, E.C. 
Aunstnoxe, Jags Cia: D®, Ebury st, Baton ®| March 17 Epxey, Anruvr, Brighton, House Furzisher Brighton Dyba.s, Jony, Bund st High Court Pet beb 15 Ord 
at 12 cy bldgs. Carcy wt Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 23 March 4 
Baxter, Autae DMARD, Derby, Baker March 12 at 11 | Fatncutrp, Witiias Henny, Bisho ston Bristol, General Fesxvcy, Taomas Cuanes, Mar, sate Ciencral Dealer Can- 
Off Kec, 47, Full #t, Derby Smith Bristol Pet ¥; b24 Ord Feb 29 terbury Pet March 8 ' Ord March 3 
Brecx wort, Witrian, _ Whitchurch, Leicester, Builder | Fatcoyen, Hopent, Liverpool, Merenant Liverpool Pet Fixcuam, O8EPH, Pentonville ra High Court pet Keb 12 ee and u 
36 et 11.15 Midland Hotel, Bursa. Trem: |», Desi Ord Feb we O:d March 4 Solicitors’ 
Boutros, Joux Pritcnerz, Doddinghurst, Essex, Farmer | Fiery, Atruep Joux, Cheltenb tn, Surgeon Chiropodist Lenina, Geonce, Wolsingham, Durham, Boot. ani] Shoe 
Watiz 14, Bedford tow Cheltenham Pet March 2 Ord March 2 Dealer Durhuin Pet March 5 Ord Mareh 5 
Caxsux, Gerosce, Oldham, Gardener March 15 at 12 Off Feaxcis, Joux Witty, Bardfield Saling, Exs6x, Miller Yaunxcu, James Henny, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Pet 
» Greaves st, Oldharn | Chelmsford Pet March 1 Ord March } March 4 Ord March 4 
Casova, Rouver Joux Southwold, Suffolk, Jeweller March | Gamece, Wintias Woovroxp, Fleckney, Letwester, Butcher Gore, Cuances, Exeter, Warehouseman Exeter Pet March " 

. hat! Anction art, Tokenhouse Leicester Pet Fel 29 Ord Feb 29 3 Ord March 3 } “ 
Craexz, Heyzy, Leeds, Toy Dealer Larch 14 at 11 Off } Gir, Eowsw Rovrar, Bristol Bristol Pet Match 2 Ord Garcony, Jaurs Wi.sow, jun Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pro abl wi 
P nines 2 Peak row, Leeda i cia ait March 2 Pet March 4 Ord Marcha” oan owent 
VOLLARD, : , Herne ¥. Com Merchan | Aare ILLLAM, Wigan, caster, ape, rig "y An OL Pw igh+Court 1% yee 16 — 

att? tee De Hotel Fes Bae ee, 29 ate) gan Lancaster Draper W jgan Pet | Har “18, Extan, New Broad st High+Court Pet I 
Coox, Wirrtax, Wolverhampton, cf 





| Ord March 4 
remeral Dealer March | Hatt, Areney E.vainor, 6t George’a at, Lamp Manufac- | Hans LEY, Wittian Henny, De thy, Traveller in Spirits 
Matlla og Kec, Wolverhampton turer High Court Yet Aug zt Ord Feb 26 Derby Pet March 4 Ord Murch 4 
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Huranp, Taomas, Nantyglo, Mon, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer ‘Tredegar Pet Feb 22 Ord March 5 

Hewitt, SamvEL, Weston, nr Crewe, Farmer Crewe Pet | 
March 4 Ord March 4 | 

Hovssome, Freperick Georce, Longparish, > 
Cab Driver Salisbury Pet March4 Ord Ma 

Jews1t, H W, North Walls, Winchester, ty Win- | 
chester Pet Feb 17 Ord March 3 

Jones, a H, Fy th rd, Builder High Court Pet Feb 


aoe, as eae ae Twyncynghordy, or Brynmawr 
reer Colliery Proprietor Tredegar Pet Feb 22 Ord 





| 


Jovey, Cuartes Ricuarp, Portsea, Hants, Cutler Ports- | 
mouth Pet March3 Ord March 3 

Macatx, Eaxzst, Stalybridge, Lancs, Licensed Victualler | 
‘Ashton under Lyne Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Moses, Bexsamin, Trealaw, Glam, Furniture Dealer | 
Pontypridd Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Noon, Frank Seymour, Knowle, Warwick, any Farmer 
Birmingham Pet March 5 Ord Marc! 

Owen, Tom Corser, ford, Costume  ~ High 
Court Pet March 5 Ord March 6 

Poor, Evizapern, and Henry Autrrep Wiison, Kidder- 
case, Drapers Kidderminster Pet March 2 Ord 
March 

PrlLin, ALBERT fam, aaa Chairmaker Bristol Pet ! 
March 3 Ord Mare 

RanpaLy, WILLIAM ie Bridgend, Glam, Solicitor 
Cardiff Pet Feb lu Ord March reh 4 

Richarps, Jony, Dowlais, Collier Merthyr Tydfil Pet | 
Mach3 Ord March 3 

Rosson, J A & Co, Featherstone bldgs, High Holborn, 
Hotel Valuers High Court Pet Fed 13 Ord March 3 

Rowe, E.1za, Landport, Hants, Confectioner Portsmouth 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 | 

Surtn, Georae, Armley, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds Pet 
March 3 Ord March 3 

Seziaut, Davin, Tuomas Sprient, and Josera Spriaur, 
Leeds, Paviors Leeds Pet Feb 19 Ord March 3 

Srooxer, WILLIAM, St John st, West Smithfield, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet Jani14 Ord March 3 

Smnes, Georcr, Saltley, Birmingham, Coal Merchant 
Birmiogham Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Stott, Tuomas, Toronto, nr pm oe Auckland, Miner 
Dutham Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Tissurt & Sons, D, Liverpool, General Dealers Liverpool 
Pet Feb 12 Ord March 4 

Twosk, Samurt, Sandford, Crediton, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Vickers, Antoun Hereert, Charing , a High Court 
Pet Dec 23 Ord March 3 

Wetsn, Joux, Middle March, nr Sherborne, Dorset, 
Lizensed Victualler Dorchester Pet March 8 Ord 
March 3 

Wureter, Francis, Ladywood, Birmingham, Foundry 
Foreman pee Ti sag Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Warrxey. Joun, Walsall, Draper Walsall Pet March 2 
Ord March 2 

Wyatt, Heyry Earrey, Darlington, Innkeeper Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

pate = aa Enfield High Court Pet Mar ch 3 Ord 

arch 3 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

Howett, Gorpon A, Hove, Sussex Brighton Ree Ord 

Feb 10 Resc March 1 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apams, Cartes Eaton, Hanley, ( ‘lothes Dealer March 17 
at12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Aypr :EWS, Henry Wii, Saltley, Birmingham, Brass | 

pom oad March 18 at 12 174, Corporatin st, Bir- 
. 

Sanson’ Fa ANK, Southampton, Rabbit Salesman March 16 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, | 
Southampton 

Baremayx, Joun Epwarp, Rugby, Cattle Dealer March 16 
at 10.45 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Brrr, Courtney, Exeter, Fine Art Dealer March 24 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

BioomrieLp, ALFRED Joun, Wisbech St_ Peter, Cambridge, 
: Builder March 17 at 10.15 Court house, King’s 

yon 


| Korcuer, O J, 


Bower, W11114M Henry, Nelson, Lancs March 16 at 11.15 | 
Off Rec, 14, st, Pr eston 
CANNING, Puuie Stroyesam, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, 
Chemist March 18 at 2.30 The Unicdrn Hotel, Leigh- 
ton Buzzard 
a Tsomas Owen Joun, Kingston upon Hull, 
March 16 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, 


Pan... Peter Granam, Thornaby on Tees, henge 
Plumber March 16 at 3 Off Rec, 8, rt rd, | 
Middlesbrough 

Couey, Guam Swansea, Draper March 16 at 12 Off | 

¢, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Conus, qe Leeds, Grocer March 16 at 11 Off Rec, 

92, Park row, Leeds 


eum Wi..1am ALrrep, Tranmere, Chester, Homeopathic | 


edicine Dealer March 16 at 12 Off Rec, King st, 
Newcastle, ord 

| CRawsHAw, Tuomas, Accrington, Coal Merchant March 
16 at11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Cross, Thomas, King st, St James’s sq, Commission Agent 
May 18 at i Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davis, Joun, B awr, Brecon, Hotel Keeper March 16 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr ‘Tydfil 

DypaLi, Jony, Bond ‘st March 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Fixcaam, Josern, Pentonville rd, Restaurant Keeper March 
18 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, ‘Carey st 

Freven, James Henry, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
March 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

| GamsBLe, WILLIAM Wooororp, Fleckney, Leicester, 
Butcher March 16 at 12 Off Rec, B rridge st, 


eicester 
Git, eo Wceod Stanway, Glos, Farmer March 17 | 


at4 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Goocn, Cuaruigs, LAmMArsa, Essex, Casings Manufacturer 
March 25 at2 © ups Hotel, Jolchester 
Goopwix, Wi.LtiAm, South Norwood, Merchant Ma rch 17 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy —~ , Carey st 
Gorr, CHaRLe 2% Exeter, a:ehouseman March 24 at 
1 Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Kxeter 
Graincer, Wituiam, Cross Farm, nr Stourport, Labourer 
March 21 at 1.45 Mr Spencer Thursiield, Oxford st, 
Kidderminster 
Greaves, Cuarces, Sutton, Surrey March 17 at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hami.ton, Henry Garpixer, Brighton March 24 at 10.30 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion blags, Brighton 
Hamer, James Dorkix, Windsor, Chemist March 16 at 3 
14, Bedford row 
Hartt, Coarguies Fair, Sheringham, Norfolk, Licensed 
Victualler March 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 
Harvey, James Rosert, Mutford, Suffolk March 18 at 
2.34 Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft 
Hastinas, Grorar . Skegby, Notts, Fruit Merchant March 
16at12 Off Ree, 4 , Castle pl, Park sv, Nottingham 
| Hounsoms, Freperick ‘Gronar, Longparish, Southampvon, 
Cab Driver March 16 at 12.30 Off Ree, City chmbrs, 
Endless st, Salisbury 
Hunter, Winuas Hvix LAND, Whetstone, Signwriter March 
16at12 14, Bedford row 
Hurcuins, James AnpREwW Vincent, Ringwood, Hants, 
Labourer March 16 at12 Off Rec, City chmbs, Knd- 
less st, Salisbury 
Jackin, Joserpa Townsenp, Belchford, Lincs, Farmer 
March 17 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincola 
Jones, CATHERINE ANN, Brynmawr Brecon, Duaper 
March 18 at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Jupp, ARTHUR VALENTINE, ‘Terrington Sct John, Norfolk, 
Dealer March 17 at 10.45 oar house, King’s Lyna 
Kuoreer, Atrrep Herpert, Bedford, Coal Dealer Maceh 16 
at4.45 Lion Hotel, Beoford 
Ennismore gdns, South Kensington March 
18 at 2.30 Bankru 1) st 
Lees, Matitpa, Birmingham, Fruit Merchant March 18 
at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Levy, Baryerr, Birmingham, Tailor March 17 at 11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 
Loney, Cuartes Ricaarp, Portsea, Hants, Cutler March 
17 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 


| Mack, Partie Horace, East Dereham, Norfolk, Builder 
March i6at3 Off itec, 8 King st, Norwich 

Mason, Joun H, ble Salesman March 21 
at 11 ptcy st 

MaxweE.t, Epwis, Bedfo =e gaol 3a Factor March 16 
at 3.30 Lion Hotel, Bedf: 








Moopy, eet Ly me hy IT 8 intendent 
March 16 at’! bidgs, Carey 
| Neary, JAMES _ a. Abert, East Ta Clerk 


March 16 at 11 Bankru bidgs, Carey 
Oxtey, Paitie Grorce, Walton on a Naze, Essex, 
Builder March 17 at 2.30 Cups Hotel, Colchester 
| Parkes, Coarites Harry, eg 8 Licensed Victualler 
March 16 at 10.80 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
| Quirk, Grorce Eu, Eastbourne’ March 29 at 2 County 
Court Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
Rees, Davin, Senpybridge, Brecknock, Contractor March 
17at12 135, High st, Merthyr T: 
| Roomanes, Sipyey Joun, Swansea, onger March 18 
at 2,30 O 1 Alexandra rd, Swansea 
| Rosmweom, J A, 


& Co, Featherstone ie Se Holborn, 
Hotel D as March 16 a5 12 kruptey bldgs, 


Care’ 

Rowe, tessa, Portsmouth, Confectioner March 17 at 4 
Off Rec, Cambridge juac, High st, Portsmouth 

Sra, Geouce, Armiey, Carting Agent March 16 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Spricer, Davin, Tomas Sreient, and Josern ‘rrient, 
Paviors March 16at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Spooxer, Wiiii1aM, St John st, West Smithfield, Auctioneer 
March 16at11 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Twose, Samoet, Sandfo Crediton, Devon, Farmer 

24 at 1°.30 Off Rec 9, Bedf. rd circus, — 

Vickers, Arravur Heaperr. Charing Cross March 17 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WALKER, MARGARET, Bolton le Sands, Lancs Mareh 17 at 
ll Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Wako, Roperr, FRep Warp, Wiitiam Wasp and Harry 
Houtman France, Fi hill, Durbam, Buiders March 
16 at3 Off Ree, 25, J st Sunder land 

Wetsu, Jouy, iddle Marsh, nr Sherborne, Dorset, 
Licensed Victualler March 16 at 12.45 Off Ree, City 
chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 

Westsy, Josern Warxixson, Bedford, Rustic House 
Builder March 16 at2.45 Lion Hotel, Bedford 

Wirxissox, Jonx Davin, Blankney Dales, Lincs, Farmer 
March 24 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Wiss, James Ex.iss, Dunks Green, shiphourne, Haat, 
Nurseryman March 16 at 12.30 Angel Hotel, Ton- 

bridg2, Kent 


gy 
Whricat, Grorer Epw Arp, Sheffield, Clothier March 17 at 


12.30 Off Ree, Lg In, Sheffield 
ZABELL, Hanky, Entield, — Victualler March 17 at 11 
Bankrup' 


. Care 
SDIUDICATIONS. 
Baitey, Boserr, and Harry Buarox Hayrock, Oxford 
mans, Oxford cireus, Warehousemen High Court 
| Pet Feb5 Ord March 4 | 
Bartiert, Witiiam Krartey, Blagdon, Winterbourne 
St. Martin, Dorset, Yeoman Dorchester [ct March 5 
Ord March 5 
Barton, Frank, Siena, Rabbit Salemmaen South- 
ampton Pet March 3 Ord March 3 


| Bareman, Jonn Epw ot Rugby, Cattle Dealer Coventry 
Pet March 4 Ord Mare’ 

Biacow, Avsgrt, Clitheroe, Lancs, Printer Blackburn 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Brows, Rosert, Bagber, Sturminster Moston, Dorset, 
Farmer Dorchester Pet Feb3 Ord March 3 
Burrorp, —"t Stour e, Worcester, Builder Stour- 
id ‘et March 2 On ‘March 3 
| Cor Rt BERT Have tock, Hotel Cecil, S rand High 
Court Pet Sept a Ord March 1 
| Cusmes, Wie, Ki Norton, ae, Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet F or Ord March 
Cay, —— = = Blackheath, Kowle rials S:atis, Bolt 
Dudley Pet March 3 Ord March 4 
Cuan, Prerer Granam, Thornaby on bry Plumber 
Stockton on Kine .~ 16 Ord ps 
Cross, Taomas, st ‘ames’s sq, C mmission Agent 
High Court Pet March3 Ord March 3 








R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues | 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and | 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; ; payment by result. 
~ Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 93, | 
Chancery Lane, w. 





AW COSTS in all departments Drawn 
and Settled, from papers or otherwise, for Delivery or | 
‘Taxation ; moderate terme ; experienced draftsman, holding 
highest testimonials ; London and Provinces.—Lex , care of | 
Hatton & Son, 81, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


MANAGING CLERK Wanted by City | 
Solicitors — Experienced Managing Clerk for 
Common Law. Chancery, and General West Work. —Apply, 
by letter, stating age, salary, and particularly experience 
and references, to Z. M. 977, Messrs. Deacons, Eeadenhall- 








A SOLICITOR Desires to Sub-let Furnished 

Room in business part of City, with firing, lighting, 

ke. +» and use of tele phone and (if Vrished clerks. | « 
“Bolicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


D¥ rn LOST. — Mortgage, dated 18th 

ebruary, 1879, given by r, Geo North 

Dalrymple to Rev. Dr. Manaing. In custody of Mr. John 

ight, Solicitor, 53, Moorgate-strect, till 1sx8, then 

a Ny with Mr. Arthur ~~ or the late Mr. Miller, 

#1, Tokenhouse-bui dings, pandon. Reward will be given 
to anyone returning ~~ eed t 

E. F. “PYE-SM ITH, 
Salisbury, | 
Solicitor to Dr. Manning's Executors. | 








Ciityr 


The © emponalion. 2 of Sheffield : are prepared to 
ACCEPT LOANS ON MORIGAGE 


| for a oan not exceeding five years, or subject to six 


months’ notice. 
Special terms for sums of get and upwards.— Address, 


FISHER TASKER, 
Town Hall, Sheffield. 


OF SHEFFIELD. 


’O SOLICITORS and Others.—Good Light 
Offices to Let in Queen Victoria-street, one minute 
m Mansion House, most central ition, Second and 
Thea Floors.—Apply, ony or by letter, to Jupp's 
| ApvgRTISING Orricess, 5, Queen V Fisteue-cheent. E.C. 





*“REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS varying 
from £12 12s. per annum to £600 per annum, we 
i upon sound property, for Sale at prices from 21g 


i 
‘ 





City ‘Treasurer. 
O BOOKBUYERS and LIBRARIANS of ! 
FREE LIBRARIES.—The March Catalogues of 
valuable Second-hand Works and New Remainders, offered 
at prices greatly reduced, are now ready, and will be sent | 
ost-free upon application to W. H. Situ & Son, Library 
Jepartment, 186, Strand, London, W.C. 


AW. — GREAT Gay og 2. _— Foe promps | 
t 25 t. will be ta the foll 
ot cia ene ot pad cent. W en 0} e following 





8. . 
Abstracts Copied pm «+ © 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts ie «+» 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand .., oo. © 2 per folio, 
Deeds Abstracted ove on 2 4 per sheet. 
Full Copies 0 er folio. 


pr 
PAPER. —Foolscap, 14. “per ‘sheet ; raft, #4. ditto ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.c, 


G UERNSEY.—Gentleman Farmers or 
J Speculators or Partner with capital interested in A, 
formation of a Model Guernsey Dairy or Breed ing Shock 

—_ < - 





Farm on the Island, also in the Growing Indus’ 
invited to corres) with T. pg Movun.riep, Hon. 


tary, G.R.A.8. Herd Book, St. Peter Port. 


—, urchase and upwards, —Mesars. Davip BvaNRErT & 
of over 50 Parcels may be had at their Offices, 


is Ni lane, E.C. 
Ys This sum now awaiting 
£250, O00. Investment on Mortgage. In- 
erest, 4 per cont. Freeholds, 4} p-r cent. Leaseholds.— 
Ww rite, A. R., care of Gould's Advertiising Agency, H, 
Ne .w Oxford-street, W.C. 


£5 00 to £25,000, or Upwards.—Loans 
3) it mortgage can be immediately 
arranged on good or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 
sions, Absolute Life I eens, or other eligible Securities. 
Weeklies not ay ag Not trust funds. — Apply, 


Wiuuas P. Near Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, Great 
Winchester-street, La E.c. 


TFFOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (e t Sundays), 

from 9 a.m. . until, sunset Admission 1s., - = 
Ladies or gentlemen may 

Fellows of the Society. Entrance feo £3. Anual sub- 
se fee —?._ jes apply 














or 
Secretary, 3, Hanover-square, 


| 
| 
| 
| 
' 
| 
| 
| 
: 
) 
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Cusuine, Maria, Wymondham, ne Harness Meker 
Norwich Pet March3 Ord March 

Davies, Hexry Avnert. Brynmawr, Rie: Cycle Dealer 
Tredegar Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Dawsox, CHarurzs Artnur, Norwich, 

z Norwich Pet Match5 Ord March 5’ 

Deecey, Aysiz, Wolverhampton, Milliner Wolverhamp- 
ton’ Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Exurs, Hexry Grorcr, and Grorce Lixzetn 
Tiford, Electrical Engineers High Court 
Ord March 4 


Fancy Dealer 


Bastin, 

Pet Jan 21 

Fesyxett, Tuomas Caarirs, Margate, General Dealer 
Canterbury Pet March3 Ord March 3 

Fieminc, Grorcr, Walsingham, Durham, Boot 
Durham Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Frenxcu. James Henry, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
Leeds Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Dealer 


Gorx, Cuartes, Exeter, Warehouseman [Exeter Pct 
March 3 Ord March 3 
CGrrcory, Gt Grimsby 


James Witson, jun, Gt Grimsby 

Pet Mi March 4 

Hamittox, Henry Garpiver, Brighton Brighton Pet 
Feb 29 Ord March 3 

Hagtiey, Wiit1amM Henry, Derby Derby and Long Eaton 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Hewitt, Samver, Weston, nr Crewe, Farmer Crewe Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 
Hovunsome. Freprrick Grorar, Longperish, Southampton, 


gpe 
Cab Driver Salisbury Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Lampiz, Joux ALEXANDER, Watling st. Warehouseman 
High Court Pet sept17 Ord March2 Ord March 4 
Levy, Baryett, Birmngham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Keb 24 Ord March 5 
Losey, Cuarves Ricnarp, Landport, Hants, Cutler Ports- 
mouth Pet Mar h3 Od March 3 
Macurs, Ernest, Stalybridge, Licensed Victual'e: 
under Lyne Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Maxwet., Epwiy, Bedford, Engineer’s Factor Bedford 
Pet Feb 17 Ord March 5 
Moses, Bes. amt, Trealaw, Glam, Furniture Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Pook, Evizapetu, and Hrxey Atrrarp WIzsoy, 


Ashton 


Kidder- 


minster, Woreester, Drapers Kidderminster Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 
Pci, ALeert James, aii Chairmaker Bristol Pet 


March 3 Ord March 
Kicnarps, Jouy, eee. Collier Merthyr Tydfil Tet 
March 3 Ord March 3 


Ropeets, Witiiam Preece, Trefriw, Carnarvon, Solicitor 
Portmadoc Pet Dee 2 Ord Feb 25 
Rowr, Ex1z, Landport. a Confectioner VPortsmouth 


Pet March 4 Ord March 
Samus, Josern, Ventnor, [ of W, Hotel Proprietor N. 
Pet Feb1 Ord March 2 
Srracixt, Gciseppe, Birmingham, Ice Cream Merc 
Birmingbam Ord March 3 
Saaw, THemas, West Didsbury, nr _— hester, Tailor 
Manchester Pet Jan 28 Ord March 
Surru, Grorce, Armley, Carting a Leeds 
3 Ord March 3 
Stites, Gzorce, Birminghim, Coal Merchant Birming- 
ham Pet Murch 4 Ord March 4 
Twose, Samvet, Sandford, Coolie, 
Ex Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Wattoxs, Epwix Cxar.tzs, Hounslow Brentford Pet 


Jan2 Ord March 2 
oo. Jous, Middle Marsh, nr Sherborne, Dorset, 
Licensed Dorchester Pet March 3 Ord 
3 


Victualler 
Wrart, Heyxry Eanrey, a.) + wena Stockton 
on ‘fees Pet March 4 
Zarit, Harry. Enfield, Ex- Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet March3 Ord March 3 


wport 


hant 


Pet 


Devon, Farmer 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and ’ Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








An admirable Food of the 


EPPS’ 


Finest quality and flavour. 


COCO 


Nutritious and Economical. 








Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 

Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 

TERMS: From Six Guingas a WEEK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres, 
Fishing -— 24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmon. 
References— 





Dr. Gro, Savaae, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- | 


square, 
Dr. D. Ferrier, ‘34, Cayendish-square, W. 


For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Dr. M. WALKER, 
Plas-yn- Dinas, 


J.P ., 


Dinas Mawddwy. | 


POR TREATMENT OF INEBRIRTY Aap 
IBUSE OF DRUGS. 


MABIE HOUSE, 


Near DUMFRIES, SCOTLAND, 
FOR LADIES ONLY. 


Mervicat ATTENDANT: 
J. BROWNLEE SHAW, M.B., C.M. (Edin.), 


For Terms, &c., apply, , 
Mrs. CORNER, Mabie House, Dumfries, 
Telegraphic Address—* REST, DUMFRIES.” 








Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
SOALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH. HERTS 


‘For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c. » apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &c., 
Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmanswortu. 


INEBRIETY. 
a@ELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 








PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 


Study of Inebr iety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS : : “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 





BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, | 


BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, ete, and 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Liverpool-street, 
about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. "Electric light throughout. 
a —_ employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 

Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards, Dark Room for Photography, &e. Patients m: “y 
enter under the Acts or paar. Terms: 13-3 Guineas; 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 

Resipext MEDICAL SUPERINTENDENT or SECRRTARY. 


The Companies am 3 1862 to 1900. 





BY AUTHORITY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Saare Certiricates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed. OrrictaL Sats designed and execu 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
Py Fraxcis J. Geeen,of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law 


YATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 

M.S.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices), 

36, Che neery-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 

tained and Hegistration effected in all purts of the 

World. Oppositions conducted. Opinions and Searches 
as to novelty. 














BRIEF CARRIER. 


Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 
Wustrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 
BEEF, 


| CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 


FOR 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 








| BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 








S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 











ACCIDENTS of an kins. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, ACCIDENT & DISEASE (Small Pox, Scarlet Fever, 
Typhoid, Diphtheria, Appendicitis, &c.), BURGLARY & FIDELITY INSURANCE. 


| RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CO., 


Established 1849. 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON 


Claims paid 24,600,000. 
A. VIAN, Seoretary. 








Suit 


THE 


LEC 


Tdk 





